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Final
General Management Plan/Development Concept Plans
Environmental Impact Statement

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument

Pima County, Arizona

Type of Statement: This document is an abbreviated Final Environmental Impact Statement and its contents must be integrat-
ed with portions of the Draft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plans/FEnvironmental Impact Statement (Draft
GMP/DCP/ELS) and the Supplement to the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS to be considered a complete document reflecting the full pro-
posal, its alternatives and all significant environmental impacts. Please see pages 63 and 64 in this document for a guide to
finding the most relevant portions within each document.

Lead Agency: National Park Service

Proposed Actions: The Final General Management Plan/Development Concept Plans/Environmental Impact Statement
addresses the issues and changes affecting the monument, and fulfills the legal requirements of the National Park Service (NPS)
to develop, make public, and execute a programmatic plan to guide management of the monument over the next 10-13 years.

Of the four alternatives considered, the New Proposed Action Alternative constitutes the NPS® preferred alternative. The con-
cept of this alternative is two-fold: within the region, carry out principles of the Man and the Biosphere (MAB) program by
adopting a regional perspective to improve visitor services and conserve resources, and within the monument, improve manage-
ment capabilities io enhance visitor opportunities and protect resources and wilderness values. To accomplish this, the NPS
proposes to:
« seek redesignation of the monument as Sonoran Desert National Park
» work with the State of Arizona, and others, to ensure continued commerce while enhancing resource protection and
conservation practices along the portion of State Route 85 within the monument
« use a cost-effective development strategy that utilizes existing facilities with some additions of tent camping, visitor
services, maintenance, and other operational needs, and establishes partnerships to share in establishing new facilities to
provide for visitor contact, employee seasonal housing and some offices
» re-align the trail network at Quitobaquito Springs area to enhance habitat protection
« increase the amount of wilderness and improve protection of wilderness values through development of an inter-agency
Wilderness Management Plan and an overaltl reduction in the amount of social trails
» stabilize and apply preservation and use treatments for historic properties
+ establish an government-to-government agreement with the Tohono O’odham Nation about lands which are sacred to
them, ensure adequate and accurate communication, and increase O’odham involvement in interpretive programs
» reduce the impact of adjacent facilities and use on wilderness by seeking a class I airshed designation and by relocating
and burying power lines
The overall effect of this alternative would be to enhance protection, understanding, and recognition of Senoran desert ecosys-
tems and further strengthen refations with the Tohono O’odham Nation, Mexico and other neighbors of the monument.

No substantive changes have been made to this alternative as it was presented in the Supplement to the Draft GMP/DCF/EIS.
However, reasonable and prudent measures resulting from formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on listed
species, have been incorporated into the proposed action. One measure resulted in a minor adjustment to the proposed action.
To ensure protection of the endangered pygmy-owl, the NPS will prepare a feasibility study before determining if any campsites
could be added in the Alamo Canyon Wash campground (the original proposal was to build up to four campsites if conditions
allowed). Other measures would include:
« for the lesser long-nosed bat, monitor bat presence, abundance and for human disturbance; prevent unauthorized human
disturbance; and not install bat gates until appropriate
» for the Sonoran pronghorn, work with other agencies to reduce effects of State Route 85 traffic; modify Monument border
fences; educate motorists about vulnerability of the species; and monitor and restrict human use as and where necessary
« for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, monitor potential effects of visitation on the species; establish closures where owls
are detected; and if owls are harassed or otherwise harmed, elicit public awareness about vulnerability of the species

No action may be taken until at least 30 days after the Environmental Protection Agency has accepted the document and pub-
lished a notice of availability in the Federal Register.

For further information contact: ~ Superintendent, Organ Pipe Cactus Natienal Monument
Route 1, Box 100
Ajo, Arizona 85321

United States Department of the Interior National Park Service




Summary

Forward: This document is an abbreviated Final Environmental Impact Statement and its contents must be integrated with
portions of the Draft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plans/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
GMP/DCP/EERS) and the Supplement to the Praft GMP/DCP/ELS to be considered a complete document reflecting the full
proposal, its alternatives, and all significant environmental impacts. Please see pages 63 and 64 in this document for a
guide to finding the most relevant portions within each document. This plan also attempis to clarify those issues which
have recently been under debate, and to present all of the issues in a fair and simple manner. This is being done in
response to public comments about the presentation of previous alternative versions of the plan.

Purpose and Need for the Plan

Because of the special nature of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument (NM), a comprehensive and sensitive plan for the
management of its resources needs to be in place. It is the legal responsibility of the National Park Service (NPS) to propose,
develop, make public, and execute such a plan.

The last time that a Master Plan was designed for Organ Pipe Cactus NM was 1964, It is now outdated and inadequate to deal
with the variety of issues the monument faces. Also, several significant changes have occurred since then, including:
* designation of the monument as a Biosphere Reserve as part of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESC(Q) Man and the Biosphere program
* a new understanding and acknowledgment of the status of the Tohono O’odham Nation and their relationship with this
land which is sacred to them, as well as new legislation which has been enacted over the last three decades to protect
Native American rights
» elimination of mineral exploration and development, which has allowed the ecosystem to recover somewhat and removal
of grazing cattle from the area, which also cansed the ecosystem to begin to repair itself

This general management plan was developed to fulfill legal requirements and address the issues and changes affecting the
Monument. This plan represents and also serves as the Biosphere Reserve Management Plan.

Major Conclusions

Of the four alternatives considered, the New Proposed Action Alternative constitutes the NPS® preferred alternative. In response
to public comments on the Supplemeny, this alternative is summarized in this final document in an attempt to clarify the agency’s
proposals to all concerned.

The concept of the proposed action is two-fold: within the region, carry out principles of the Man and the Biosphere (MAB)
program by adopting a regional perspective to improve visitor services and conserve resources, and within the monument,
improve management capabilities to enhance visitor opportunities and protect resources and wilderness values. To accomplish
this, the NPS proposes to:
v seek redesignation of the monument as Sonoran Desert National Park
« work with the State of Arizona, and others, to ensure continued commerce while enhancing resource protection and con-
servation practices along the portion of State Route 85 within the monument
+ use a cost-effective development strategy that utilizes existing facilities with some additions, and establishes partnerships
to share in new facilities and related costs
« re-align the trail network at Quitobaquito Springs area to enhance habitat protection
« increase the amount of wilderness and improve protection of wilderness values through development of an inter-agency
Wilderness Management Plan and an overall reduction in the amount of social trails
« stabilize and apply preservation and use treatments for historic properties
« establish an government-to-government agreement with the Tohone O'odham Nation about lands which are sacred to
them, ensure adequate and accurate communication, and increase O’odham involvement in interpretive programs
« reduce the impact of adjacent facilities and use on wilderness by seeking a class I airshed designation and by relocating
and burying power lines
The overall effect of this alternative would be to enhance protection, understanding, and recognition of Sonoran desert ecosys-
tems and further strengthen relations with the Tohono O’odham Nation, Mexico and other neighbors of the monument.
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Areas of Controversy and Issues

Several issues were identified during initial scoping sessions when the project commenced in 1987-88. These issues included: .
» the need to accommodate the steady growth in the number of people coming to this area, while at the same time, protect-
ing resources, especially at Quitobaquito Springs and along State Route 85, that suffer from the increase in use
* the change in the purpose of the monument caused by designation of the Organ Pipe Cactus Wilderness in 1978 and des-
ignation of the monument as a Biosphere Reserve as part of the UNESCQO Man and the Biosphere program in 1976
+ a new understanding and acknowledgement of the status of the Tohono (’odham Nation and their relationship with this
land which is sacred to them, as well as new legislation which has been enacted over the last three decades to protect
their rights
+ climination of mineral exploration and development and removal of grazing cattle from the area, which has allowed the
ecogystem {0 recover somewhat

While the initial issues remained relevant, the long and arduous planning process for this general management plan added com-
plications and increased the controversy of the plan. The delays experienced have been due to many factors including:
« funding cuts and redirection which were beyond the control of the NPS
» the need to collect, consider, and balance the opinions, needs and desires from extremely diverse groups]including the
Tohono O’odham Nation, citizens from neighboring communities, United States citizens, and protective groups for both
the land and the animals
« the need to consider and comply with the regulations which are necessarily a part of the NPS planning process, as well as
legislative restrictions at both the state and federal levels
* the designation of Organ Pipe Cactus NM as a biosphere, which although prestigious, added voices and factors into the
decision making process
* the process for analysis of the status of threatened and endangered species

Public and other agency comments on the first two alternasives presented in the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS led the NPS 1o prepare
another document titled Supplement to the Draft GMP/DCP/EILS, The purpose of the Suppiement was to present two additional
alternatives in response to comments involving:

+ use and management of State Route 85

* the number of alternatives presented

+ new ideas about cooperation between the NPS and others, and about development both within and outside monument

boundaries

« requests for more involvement by the Tohone O’odham Nation

* costs associated with implementing the alternatives

* mitigation of impacts on natural resources, especially threatened and endangered species,

Choice Among Alternatives

A total of four alternatives in two draft documents were considered. All of the alternatives were developed to meet the legisla-
tive intent or purpose of the monument as well as the issues raised during initial scoping meetings and throughout the planning
process. Please see the Summary Comparison of Alternatives and Consequences tables in the Summary section of the Supple-

ment for a detailed summary of each of the alternatives and corresponding environmental consequences.

The Draft GMP/DCP/EIS contained two alternatives which are summarized below.

The Existing Conditions/Ne Action alternative is based primarily on continuing the course of action as described in
approved documents that have been guiding park management and development. The persistent degradation of the only
known habitat for the Quitobaquito desert pupfish and the Quitobaquito snail could potentially jeopardize their continued
existence. Secondly, improvements proposed by the State of Arizona to State Route 85, could increase traffic levels and
speed along this road and could harm the endangered Senoran pronghorn,

The Former Preferred Future alternative calls for increasing regional, tri-national and inter-agency cooperative efforts,
preservation treatments for several significant cultural resources, the addition of some new facilities and other improve
ments in the Twin Peaks, Lukeville, and Quitobaquito Springs areas, trail improvements and additions, seeking redesigna-
tion of the monument to Sonoran Desert National Park, and facilitating a cooperative planning effort to find solutions 1o
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reduce the impacts to natural resources and visitor safety from the increasing volumes of traffic travelling at excessive
speed along State Route 85. The major consequences of implementing this proposal would be to enhance protection and
understanding of the Sonoran Desert, further strengthen relations with local communities, the Tohono O’ocdham Nation and
Mexico, expand the National Wilderness Preservation System by 2,130 acres and help perpetuate the existence of endangered
and sensitive species, including the pupfish, snail, and Scnoran pronghom.

A summary of the two supplemental alternatives follows.

In the New Ideas Alternative, no tolls, traffic re-routes or speed limit reductions are proposed for State Route 85, This alter-
native proposes the NPS work with the State of Arizona to ensure continued commerce while improving resource protection
along the portion of the State Route 85 within the Monument. Other actions proposed by the alternative include seeking
redesignation to Organ Pipe Cactus National Park; relocating existing and new facilities at or outside monument boundaries;
forming partnerships with other agencies, and public or private interests, to share facilities, staff, and costs; realigning the
parking and trail network at Quitobaquito as requested by the Tohono O’odham Nation; converting the use of some back-
country roads to trails; and visitor use limits and restrictions at the Quitobaquito Springs and Alamo Canyon areas. The
major consequence of this alternative is similar to the Former Preferred Future alternative with several exceptions. The
National Wilderness Preservation System could be expanded by 3,650 acres, and more opportunities to improve relations
with the Tohono O’odham, Mexico and other neighbors would result. Closing Alamo Canyon campground, removing 19.5
miles of roads, and removing almost all facilities from the Twin Peaks area, including housing and the 208-site campground,
would be beneficial to wildlife by increasing habitat. However, these effects could be offset by significant increases in
development in or around the southern and northern boundary, Lukeville and Why areas.

The New Proposed Action Alternative, which is described under the Major Conclusions section above, combines the con-
cepts and actions from the other three alternatives. The major consequence of this alternative is also similar to the Former
Preferred Future alternative except the National Wilderness Preservation System could be expanded by 1,509 acres. This
alternative constitutes the NPS’s preferred alternative and in response to public comments has been re-written within this
document in an attempt to make the proposals clear to all concerned. No substantive changes have been made to this alter-
native as it was presented in the Supplement to the Draft GMP/DCFP/EIS except for some factual corrections as described in
the Errata section of this document. However, reasonable and prudent measures resulting from formal consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the endangered Sonoran pronghorn, the lesser long-nosed bat, and the recently listed cactus
fermginous pygmy-owl, have been incorporated into the proposed action. One measure resulted in a minor adjustment to the
proposed action. To ensure protection of the endangered pygmy-owl, the NPS will prepare a feasibility study before deter-
mining if any campsites could be added in the Alamo Canyon Wash campground (the original propoesal was to build up to
four campsites if conditions allowed). For a complete description of all the measures, please see Appendix A, The measures
include:

* 0 minimize take (i.e. harrass, harm, pursue, hunt, kill, capture or collect) of the lesser long-nosed bat, the NPS will
monitor the roost for presence and abundance of bats as well as for detection of unauthorized human disturbance; will
maintain existing structures to prevent unavthorized human disturbance; and will not install bat gates until it is clearly
appropriate to do so.

= to minimize take of Sonoran pronghorn, the NPS will work with other agencies to conceive, develop and implement
actions to reduce the effects of current and future traffic patterns from State Route 85 on this species; will modify fences
along Monument borders to better facilitate passage of Sonoran pronghorn through them; will educate motorists about the
vulnerability of the species to traffic; and will monitor and restrict human use and access where necessary to minimize
potential for disturbance.

» o minimize take of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owls, the NPS will monitor the effects of visitation to the Alamo Canyon
Wash area; will prepare a feasibility study to determine the potential effects of human presence in the Alamo Canyon
Wash campground on pygmy-owls; will cooperate with the Fish and Wildlife Service to establish closures in areas where
pygmy-owls are detected; and will work to elicit public awareness of the vulnerability of the pygmy-owls.

The NPS will also comply with terms and conditions which implement the reasonable and prudent measures summarized
above. These terms and conditions are nondiscretionary and are described in the Final Opinion from the Fish and Wildlife
Service contained in Appendix A.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND




@ [pose and Need for the Plan

Because of the special nature of Organ Pipe Cactus Naticnal Monument (NM), a comprehensive and
sensitive plan for the management of its resources needs to be in place. It is the legal responsibility
of the National Park Service (INPS) to propose, develop, make public, and execute such a plan.

The last time that a Master Plan was designed for Organ Pipe Cactus NM was 1964, It is
now outdated and inadequate to deal with the variety of issues the monument faces. Also, several
significant changes have occurred since then, including:

« designation of the monument as a Biosphere Reserve as part of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Qrganization (UNESCO) Man and the Biosphere program. This pian

represents and also serves as the Biosphere Reserve Management Plan.

« a new understanding and acknowledgment of the status of the Tohono O’odham Nation and
their relationship with this land which is sacred to them, as well as new legislation which has

been enacted over the last three decades to protect Native American rights

+ climination of mineral exploration and development, which has allowed the ecosystem to

recover somewhat
* remnoval of grazing cattle from the area, which also caused the ecosystem to begin to repair itsell
This plan was developed to fulfill legal requirements and address the issues and changes affecting
the monument. This general management plan (GMP) also attempts to clarify those issues which have
recently been under debate, and (o present all of the issues in a fair and simple manner. This is being

done in response to public comments about the presentation of previous alternative versions of the plan.

History of the Planning Process

The planning process for this GMP has been a long and arducus one. The planning process was begun
in 1987-88. The delays experienced have been due to many factors including:

+ funding cuts and redirection which were beyond the control of the NPS
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* the need to collect, consider, and balance the opinions, needs and desires from extremely
diverse groups including the Tohono (’odham Nation, citizens from neighboring communities, .

United States citizens, and protective groups for both the land and the animals

= the need to consider and comply with the regulations which are necessarily a part of the NPS

planning process, as well as legislative restrictions at both the state and federal levels

* the designation of Organ Pipe Cactus NM as a biosphere, which although prestigious, added

voices and factors into the decision making process

= the process for analysis of the status of threatened and endangered species

The Point of this Document The issues involved in making the decisions about the land and

animals within Crgan Pipe Cactus NM are complicated ones. This is a place about which many people
feel very strongly, and care about very deeply. Because of the mumber of individuals and groups who
have a voice and a stake in the outcome of this planning

process, some of the issues have tended to become enmeshed

in rumor and some tempers have run high.
This document attempts to explain these complicated
issues in somewhat plainer language than has been previcusly

presented, so that they can be discussed openly and clearly,

and so that all parties can understand that everyone who has been involved in this process needs and
deserves to be heard, and that there are some issues which have mutually exclusive solutions. In order
to make the best decisjons, people need to understand the issues from not only their point of view, but

also that of their neighbors. Only in this way can meaningful discussion and a fair outcome result.

Whar Will NOT Be Done or Affected There has been much speculation in the press, on the

editorial pages, and among concerned neighbors about what will be done by the NPS and how those

actions will affect the local residents and the local economy. These are reasonable and legitimate
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concerns. This section attempts to assure citizens that the NPS is not planning to make these changes
at this time. There is always the possibility that future legisiation, the outcome of future lawsuits, new
studies, or other unforeseen circumstances might affect the decisions made about these issues. At this
time, the status of these areas are:

+ On State Route 85, there will be no toll road, there will be no speed limit reduction, there will

be no road closure.
* There will be no land exchanges with the Tohono (’odham Nation.

* The G’odham’s rights and access to the land will not be changed in any way. They will continue

to have free access to sacred and significant sites.

General NPS Guidelines

Before the NPS can make any decisions, there are many laws and regulations which govern the actions
the NPS can take in the management of park sites and national monuments, and need to be considered

completely. Some of the laws which have a specific influence on Organ Pipe Cactus NM are:

= the Organic Act establishing the National Park Service * the Wilderness Act

* the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) * the Clean Air Act

» the Federal Water Pollution Control Act « Floodplain Management

* the Archaeological Resources Protection Act » the National Historic Preservation Act
» the American Indjan Religious Freedom Act » the Clean Water Act

* Presidential Proclamation No.2232, which ¢ the Endangered Species Act

established the monument
« Protection of Wetlands
* The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

+ Federal Actions to Address Environmental Injustice in Minority Populations and

Low-Income Populations
* Presidential Proclamation 35 Stat. 2136, which reserved land for the highway

« Executive Order No. 5462, which reserved tand in Lukeville for Customs and Immigration
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Carrying Capacity Some people have asked for a definition of carrying capacity. Public Law
95-625 now mandates that carrying capacity be a deciding factor in land use decisions. Carrying
capacity is defined as a regulation of the type and level of visitor use which can be accommeodated
while maintaining desired resource and social conditions. It is the NPS’s goal with these regulations
to provide the best experience to the largest number of people without compromising the wilderness

and other values of this special place.

Range of Alternatives Considered, and Consequences  Over the course of the decision

making process for this plan, a range of actions and their associated consequences were considered.
For more information about these actions which were considered, but not included in the GMP, please
see the summary tables in the Supplement (May, 1996). The NPS has also listened to many opinions
over the time of the planning process, both thwough letters and other cotrespondence, and at public
meetings. All of these opinions have been considered, although some are mutually exclusive, and it
was ot possible to implement them all. This document presents the best plan made based on the best
available information.

Any action taken in the monument, whether to add opportunities for people to interact with the
environraent, or to restrict human access to portions of the monument, will have an impact on the
special resources. The decisions made by the NPS are not made in a vacuum. Input has been taken
over a very long process from an extremely wide variety of sources including the Tohono Qodham
Nation, local citizens and neighbors, wildlife and other special interest groups, together with experts
within the park system itself. The plan was developed with the best interests of the general public in
mind, since the monument is owned by each and every citizen in the United States, and with careful
attention to the rights of the O’odham, whose rights to these lands date back farther than human records.

Some changes are inevitable and expected, so that the visitor’s experience can be as complete,

and yet as safe as possible. In a perfect world, the actions proposed in the GMP for the monument
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would be designed and executed efficiently and in the best order. In reality, however, these are times
in which the budgetary process is sometimes frustrating. Funding is a complicated issue and projects
can only be completed when funding becomes available. The resources will be managed to the best
ability of those people responsible, with the help and input of all who have a stake in and wish to

participate in the process.

Formation of the Park
Organ Pipe Cactus NM was established in 1937 to preserve almost 132,275 hectares of the Sonoran
Desert for the public interest. It is managed by the NPS and is located in south-
western Arizona. As a unit of the NPS, Organ Pipe Cactus NM is managed
under the mandate of the 1916 Organic Act. This legislation established the NPS,
and was enacted to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects
and wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a
manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment

of future generations.”

National Monument Status  Organ Pipe Cactus NM was established, in

1937, by Presidential proclamation, and therefore by definition became a national

monument. If it had been created by Congress, it would have had National Park status from the beginning,
All units of the NPS, including national monuments, national parks, and national recreation areas,

are governed by the same set of laws, rules, and policies, are funded in the same way by Congress,

and are preserved and protected in the same manner.

Park Neighbors

Grgan Pipe Cactus NM js located in southern Arizona, on the internationat border with Mexico. 1t

is bordered on the east by the Tohono (Fodham Nation, on the west/northwest by the Cabeza Prieta
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National Wildlife Refuge, and to the north by private lands and federal lands managed by the Bureau
of Land Management {BLM). A close neighbor is the Barry M. Goldwater Airforce Range.

At the southern edge of the monument is the Lukeville Port of Entry, with a Customs and
Immigration Reserve. Within the Mexican border of the Sonoran Desert region, also just south of
the monument, is the agriculturally developed Sonoyta Valley and the town of Sonoyta. Located in
this area is also Fl Pinacate Y el Gran Desierto de Altar (The Pinacate and Great Desert), portions of

which also have Biosphere status.

Park Purpose
The purpose for the existence of Organ Pipe Cactus NM can be found in the charter of the NPS. This
land is being preserved for those who will come after us, so that they might enjoy the scenery, the
ecology, the natural and cultural resources available within its boundaries, and experience the solitude,
beauty, fragility, and natural wildness of the place.

The management of NPS, including the staff and the general management at the monwment, have
formulated the following statements to delineate the purpose and objectives behind the monument and
its preservation.

* Perpetuate for future generations a representative sample of the natural and cultural resources

and processes of the Sonoran Desert and provide for public understanding, use, and enjoyment.

* Preserve for future use and enjoyment the character and values of the designated wilderness

within the monument under the Wilderness Act.
* Serve as a natural outdoor laboratory for understanding and managing Sonoran Desert ecosystems.
+ Serve as a baseline indicator against which environmental changes can be identified.
Establish a mutually agreeable relationship with the Tohono O’cdham Nation to ensure perpetua-
tion of their parficipation in and with the monument, and to preserve and continue their importarnt

relationship with this ecosystem.
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Park Significance

The monument is significant in a number of different ways, and to a number of different groups. It has

international significance as a designated Biosphere within the UNESCO framework, it has been a cul-

trally significant area for the Q’odham for all of recorded history and some prehistory, and it has been

held in trust as a natural and cultural area for the people of the United States for more than half a century.
The following statements describe aspects of the monument that make it significant to the nation

and to the world.

* Organ Pipe Cactus NM is a globally significant Sonoran Desert eco-system that has been
continuously researched for over 50 years and has been designated a Biosphere Reserve

under the International Man and the Biosphere program.

= It is the most biologically diverse protected area in the Sonoran Desert

occurring within the United States.

Ly

i
%g,

» Organ Pipe Cactus NM has a protected ecosystem providing a habitat for
. a highly diverse flora and fauna, including threatened, endangered, and

sensitive plant and animal species.

» People who visit Organ Pipe Cactus NM experience a protected natural
area with wilderness character that provides opportunities for solitude and
primitive recreation, enjoying the night time sky, and spiritual replenish-

ment in a Sonoran Desert setfing.

« There are expansive vistas of Sonoran desert landscapes including such
elements as dramatic mountains and valleys, eroding bajadas or slopes and alluvial fans, and

magnificent specimens of columnar cacti.

* Organ Pipe Cactus NM is the site of cultural resources that reflect long, widespread, and

diverse occupations by American Indian, Mexican, and Angio groups.

» It is the site of the intersection of three cultures within the monument that is significant archae-

ologically, geographically, and internationally.
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General Park Description

Organ Pipe Cactus NM is located in the center of the Sonoran Desert, a region which covers approxi- ;‘C/
el \/
mately 76.4 million acres of land straddling the southern edge of the United States and the northern
edge of Mexico. It is a Jush ecosystem, with several mountain ranges, valleys, caves, and in certain
spots, underground springs which allow for a rich and varied wildlife population, placing it among the
world’s most biclogically diverse deserts. Ninety-five percent of the monument has been designated

wilderness, or authorized as potential wilderness, under the Wilderness Act.

Geography
The general geography of the monument itself includes:

« several mountain ranges including the Ajo Range, the Puerto Blanco Mountains, the Bates

Mountains, the Diablo Mountains, the Growler Mountains, and the Sonoyta Mountains
« plains and valleys, including Growler Valley, La Abra Plain, Sonoyta Valley, and Valley of the Ajo

+ cultural remains from previous or historic uses including Armenta Ranch, Dos Lomitas Ranch,

Bonita Well, Bull Pasture, Gachado Well and Line Camp, and the Victoria and Milton mines
» numerous archeological features, including significant Hohokam and O’odham settlements

« sacred sites still in use by the O’odham including T'itei Mo’o (Montezuma’s Head),
Quitobaquito Springs, and the monument in general, which is a source of tangible and

intangible resources for the people

General Environmental Descriptions

The Sonoran Desert is in many ways a typical desert area: it is ap arid environment, with little rain-
fall, hot, sunny days, and the typical vegetation (creosote bushes, cactusj. Water exists inn the monau-
ment generally in tijanas (depressions in the bedrock where waler collects) and in springs (eleven exist
within the menument).

Since there is minimal development within the monument, it is an area which possesses a stark
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natural beauty, and the opportunities for visitors to experience a solitude and quiet, enjoy the night sky
without the light pollution prevalent in populated areas, and see a wilderness area which has not been

developed away from its primitive, natural state.

Vegeration  There are five vegetation habitat types within the monument: mixed Sonoran
Desertscrub, creosote-bursage, evergreen woadland/mesic evergreen scrubland, marsh and open water,
and riparian communities. A study done recently shows that at most, 1 1% of the vegetation species
which exist in the monument are non-native. This is evidence of a very healihy habitat.

Allowing visitors to view these plants in their native habitat, coupled with an education program

could instill a deep appreciation for the existing environment.

Biosphere Designation In 1976, The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) designated the area in which Organ Pipe Cactus NM
exists a biosphere reserve under the direction of the Man and the Biosphere
(MABRB) program. This program was started to designate protected examples of
major ecosystems which provide a baseline against which man’s impact on the
environment can be measured.

The biosphere designation applies to not only the area of the monument,
but other portions of the Sonoran Desert region in Mexico as well. This implies
that any decisions about the monument need to consider the larger context of the
world’s view of this unique and valuable area.

This designation also puts the monument directly in an interpational con-

text, as the Sonoran Desert crosses international border lines (with Mexico).
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* Herpetofauna: These are 25 snake species, 16 lizards, § roads, and 2 turties.

. « Fish: There is only one fish extant ip the monument, the Quitobaquito desert pupfish, which is

& native of the springs of the same name.

« Invertebrates: More than 1,000 taxa have been recorded within the monument, including aats,

butterflies, and snails.

Biological Assessment, A biological assessment was prepared by the NPS to assess the impacts of
the GMP for Organ Pipe Cactus NM on endangered species. Please see Appendix A of this docu-

ment. Additionally, a more specific analysis will be conducted on a project-by-project basis. The

NPS is, of cotrse, bound by the Endangered Species Act,

which prohibits agencies from jeopardizing the confinved

existence of threatened and endangered species. Federal |
law defines endangered species as “a species that isin

danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion

of its ange.” Those species categorized as threatened are

“a species that is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a

significant portion of its range.” For more information on this topic, please see Appendix D i the
Draft GMP/DCP/ELS .

The NPS has determined that actions proposed in this GMP wn;uld have no effect on the Amer-
ican peregrine falcon or brown pelican, both of which are endangered and known to occur within the
menument, The brown pelican is & very rare visitor with onfy four reported sightings, the last of
which occurred in July, 1972 at Quitobaquito Pond. The peregrine faicon is @ raze transieBL with no
confirmed breeding accounts. None of the actions proposed in the GMP woud fesult in lon g-term
effects on habitat or prey for either species.

‘ The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the responsible amﬁorify in the anglysis aracl

determination of the status of these animals, and is the final authority for decio™ dhout the effect o>
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wm “Wilderness” as definad in part by the Wilderness Act of 1964, is “an
area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a
visitor who does not remain.” Also the land “generally appears o have been affected primarily by
the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable”.
Ninety-five percent of Organ Pipe Cactus NM is designated wilderness or
authorized by Congress as potential wildemess. These designations require the
NPS to achere to principles that preserve these wilderness resousces and values.
The NFS takes this mandate very seriously. and a number of the decisions which

have been made reflect that.

wﬁm The management of the wildlife within the monu-
ment and their habitats is a complicated and highly charged subject. There aze
many laws goversing the protection of these animals and the disposition of their
habitat, These are balanced against people’s rights and needs to visit and to use this beautiful area in
which thegse animals reside. Although there might be impact from humans onto this place, it also gives

visitors ap opportunity to appreciate the beauty and the exceptional status of this land and its animals.

Wildlife Within the Park. The following is a general categorization of wildlife which exists within
the monument, for a more complete listing and discussion, see the section on wildlife in the Draft
GMP/DCP/ELS document published in early summer 19935,

« Mammals: There are 55 mammalian species within the monument, including 19 rodents, 13
carnivores, 14 bats, 5 ungulates, 3 rabbits and hares, and 1 insectivote. There are 9 more species

which might exist in the monument, most of which are bats.

> Birds: There ate 277 reported species of birds within the monument. OF these, 58 are probable
breedess, and include 36 permanent residents, and 22 summe residents. The remaining species

are ¢ither spring and fall migrants (60 species), vagrants (50 specics), of winter visitors,

YV-oSEVEN




the GMP on specific species. If any of these changes were found to adversely affect species within

. the monument, steps would be taken to reduce visitor contact with the affected species.

Special Status Species. The threatened or endangered species which are known to occur within the
monument are listed below.

* Lesser long-nosed bat: The lesser long-nosed bat is a seasonal resident in the monument, occur-
ring between April and September. Increasing visitor use in the Alamo Canyon could possibly
lead to human disturbance at the nearby maternity roost. Although, visitation to the monument
and use of this campground is relatively low during the time of year that the bats are roosting,
and the remote location and warning signs and fences which are on the adit {(cave entrance)
would continue to discourage hikers from visiting the roost. Education about the bats and the
importance of their home would also ensure little disturbance.

. * Sonoran pronghorn: The largest continuing impact on this animal is the road conditions
on State Route 85. Little is known about how the road 1s affecting the Sonoran pronghorn and
its habitat. The NPS will continue to work with others on Sonoran pronghorn recovery pro-
grams, including a monitoring program, to preserve and recover this species.

+ Quitobaquito desert pupfish: This fish exists only at Quitobaquito Springs, within the boundaries
of the monument. Proposals made by the NPS are not expected to adversely affect the habitat
of this animal. One remaining concern is the introduction of non-native fish into the springs,
but with the proposed increase in patrol time, this problem should be mitigated.

» Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl: The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl is an uncommeon, but per-
manent resident of the monument. Part of its habitat exists in the Alamo Canyon Wash camp-
ground. To ensure that there are no adverse effects, the NPS would continue to survey the camp-

. ground and Alamo Canyon for the presence of the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. If any were

found to be present, the camping and other uses at this site would be reconsidered.
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Air Quality and Noise The monument is, for the most part, a quiet and peaceful refuge for

humans and animals. There is some air and noise pollution generated by flyovers from airplanes from .
a close neighbor, the Barry M. Goldwater Airforce Range. The number of flights has been reduced
aver the past decade, but there continue to be some flyovers.
There would still be air pollution, however, generated by sources outside the monument. The
United States, however, has little authority to regulate these sources, so the pollution would be likely

to remain unchanged.

Water Quality Tijanas (depressions in bedrock) and springs account for most of the water sources
within the monument. There are 11 springs in the monument, eight of which are located at Quitobaquito,
by far the largest source of water. The pond and dam at Quitobaquito were constructed in 1860, and

the resulting body of water is one of the largest oases in the Sonoran Desert. The site is also sacred to

the O’odham, who have used the water from this spring for all of their residence in the area.

There is the problem of groundwater pumping into the Sonoyta Valley, due to urban and agricul-
tural needs. Although a moratorium on new well drilling has been imposed, the aguifer continues to
be lowered by the current rate of use. Studies and negotiations with the monument’s Mexican neigh-

bors continue, to ensure a stabilization of the situation, and hopefully, an improvement.

Visitor Use and Enjoyment
Peace, beauty, open space, and the opportunity for solitude are often the reasons given for a visit to
Organ Pipe Cactus NM. In this increasingly crowded world, places like the monument are more criti-
cal to people, and meet needs that are not met in their everyday world.

The night time sky is visible, because of the marked lack of light pollution within the monument.

This is a fact mentioned by many visitors. The NPS does not wish to make any changes to the monu-

ment which would adversely affect these intangible, yet important qualities. The staff would like to
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work with citizens, including the Tohono O’edham Nation, and keep appropriate state, federal, and

international agencies to preserve as much of the current character of the monument as is possible.

Camping  Visitors to the monument have indicated a desire for more opportunities for primitive
camping (camping without use of a resident vehicle and/or generator), similar to that in Alamo
Canyon Wash. There are ample drive-in camping opportunities within the monument, as well as a

variety of other camping facilities in Lukeville and the surrounding region.

Interpretation  Approximately ninety-five percent of the visitors to Organ Pipe Cactus NM use
the visitor center. Because of the increase in the number of visitors in the past few years, conditions at
the visitor center are often crowded, which lessens the quality of the visitor’s experience. Visitors
have also remarked on the lack of interpretive materials on the scenic drives offered in the monument,

and requested more picnic facilities along these same roads.

Hiking/Walking  The trails which exist with the monument are used by the majority of visitors.
Trails provide opportunities for recreation, exercise, and for access to natural history and cultural
history sites. Many visitors have requested additional trails of various lengths and difficulty, Because

of the lack of trails, many miles of social trails have appeared in popularly used areas.

Scenic Drives A primary monument experience is driving one or both of the scenic unpaved

one-way loop drives: the 21-mile Ajo Mountain Drive, and the 53-mile Puerto Blanco Drive. Other
primitive roads exist in the monument, but are less frequently traveled, since they require a four-wheel
drive vehicle. Most respondents to the surveys did not wish to see the roads improved. They did,

however, request more turnouts and additional picnic spots.
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State Route 85  Approximately 22 miles of State Route 85 lie within the monument. The Arizona

Department of Transportation (ADOT) maintains the road and shoulders under an agreement that .

applies to an area extending 33 feet from each side of the
road centerline. ADOT also maintains the condition of
the highway. Under a separate agreement, the State of
Arizona Department of Public Safety and the NPS share
responsibility for patrolling the road and enforcing the

posted speed limit of 55 mph within the monument.

The increasing amount of commercial and other vehicle traffic raveling on State Route 853 is one
of the most significant issues affecting visitor experience and the wildlife of the monument. The
majority of this traffic is passing through the monument; many of these travelers never realize that

they have entered a unit of the National Park System.

Quitobagquito  Quitobaquito is situated approximately 50 meters fo the north of the international
boundary with Mexice. Quitobaquito is a spring-fed oasis in the Sonoran Desert. It is an area of lush
riparian growth and is one of the few authentic desert oases on the North American continent. Natural
springs flow into a manmade channe! and pord, which are habitat for an endangered species of desert pupfish.
The Quitobaquito area is a popular destination for visitors to the monument, and there are many
“social trails” in existence around the area. Social trails develop from common use, without being

designated or marked. Presently, there is uncontrolled use of the trajls in this area.

Alamo Canyon Campground Located in Alamo Canyon Wash is a small, primitive camp-

ground, consisting of four walk-in sites and one composting toilet, and a turn-around area also used

for parking by visitors using the area for the day. It is located in an area which is rich in natural and cul- .

tural resources, and is a popular destination for visitors to the monument. These campsites are almost
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constantly in use during the monument’s busy season, as the area provides an opportunity for solifude
. and quiet, in a relatively accessible venue. Day-use visitation has been increasing, and it is cornmon to

| have many vehicles haphazardly parked in the area.

Cultural Resources Management  The cultural history of the monument is a varied and long

one. Evidence indicates that there has been human occupaticn and activity in the
monument dating back 12,000 years. There still exist sites within the monument

which are sacred to the O’odham, including Quitobaquito Springs and I'itoi Moo

|

|

|

|

|

|

} (Montezuma’s Head). Even into the present day, the O’odham continue to visit

} the monument to collect sacred water from the Springs, to gather medicinal

} plants, and to harvest the fruit of the organ pipe and saguaro cactus.

‘ Quitobaquite Springs has been an important source of water for all of recorded

. history as well. There is evidence that Spanish explorers stopped at this site, and it
was certainly used as a source of water for those passing to and from what is now
Mexico and the United States.

There was also mining within the monument with associated comimerce. Copper, lead, gold and
silver were taken from the land within the monument, and some historic sites remain.

For a few families, ranching within the monument provided a livelihood. Cattle grazing within
the monument lasted until 1976, and some of the historic fabric from that time still exists.

Because of its importance, treatment is needed to presesve some of the historic fabric. The
monument’s recent designation as a biosphere also underscores the importance of maintaining the rich
history of the Tohono O'odham and Hia-Ced O’'odham and their ability to adapt to and live with this
arid environment. In addition to treatment, there are many educational possibilities, including litera-

. ture, guided tours, pullouts, and other forms of interpretation which would preserve and perpetuate

the lessons learned here over the many hundreds of years of occupation.
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GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE PLAN




@ Vision and Goals

The NPS is dedicated to preserve and protect this valuable natural resource that is the Organ Pipe 2~
\—
Cactus NM, including all of the diverse elements: animal, plant, bird, culture, what is sacred and %
what is yet to be discovered.
The following goals and desired futures were developed with input from citizens, consultations
with the Tohono Codham Nation, and the NPS staff experience and mandates. They provide the

basis for the plan as well as the direction for future management decisions which will be ongoing.

Goals for the Land
The goal of the NPS is to preserve as much of the natural and wild character of this piece of the
Sonoran Desert in the face of increased annual visitation, potential impacts on the land due to
. the passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and the sometimes con-
flicting needs of the neighbors of Organ Pipe Cactus NM. This will result from a careful
preservation of the monument’s natural as well as cultural resources, which are inextricably

linked, to ensure the highest quality visitor experience possible.

Goals for the Animal Inhabitants
The goal of the NPS for the animal inhabitants of Organ Pipe Cactus NM is to preserve the
natura) habitat for these important occupants of this land, and to protect their rights to live,
reproduce, and travel in what is as much their home as it is ours. To this end, the NPS will
examine its decisions in the light of the needs of these precious native species in order to

minimize the impacts of visitors on them,
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Man and the Biosphere Program

« The NPS would participate in facilitating a voluntary and cooperative effort with neighboring, ‘.
land managers to preserve, study, and wisely use the natural and cultural resources within an

expanded Sonoran Desert Biosphere Region.

» The NPS would work toward balanced, zoned management of natural and cultural resources
across the international and other borders through voluntary cooperation and sharing of knowl-

edge, expertise, and personnel among Sonoran Desert land managers.

« The visitor would have a wide range of opportunities for self-directed experiences related to
natural and cultural resources. The Sonoran Desert would in effect constitute an expanded
biosphere reserve, and international informarion that would be global in perspective and

emphasize human/environmental concepts and concerns.

Natural Resources
« Establish and maintain baseline data on the condition of Sonoran Desert ecosystems.

« Achieve sufficient understanding of Sonoran Desert ecosystems for effective protection.

= Restore and preserve intact a significant and representative portion of Sonoran Desert ecosystems.

= Increase the land area that qualifies for wilderness.

Cultural Resources

+ Recognize the significance of the full continuum of cultural resources in the context of natural

resources.

» Achieve sufficient understanding of the monument’s cultural resources for effective protection.

Visitor Experience
* Increase public understanding and appreciation of arid environments.

* Develop recreational opportunities that allow visitors to experience the monument without

impairing its natural, cultural, or scenic values.

+ Preserve the harmonious natural setting that allows opportunities for solitude and spiritual

refreshment.

* Create secure, crime-free conditions for visitors and employees.
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Cooperative Management

» Achieve cooperation in regional land use and management among surrounding monument

neighbors that supports protection of monument values.

» Implement a coordinated Man and the Biosphere program with surrounding land managers

and agencies.

Facility Resources

* Provide adequate facility resources to make the monument a workable and safe place for all

visitors and NPS personnel,

+ Provide better resources for ongoing scientific work within monument

boundaries.

Regional Partnering

» Work with state and other local agencies to determine the best use of avail-

able resources, including roads, power lines, and water.

+ Enter into an agreement with the Tohono O’odham Nation, in a govern-

ment-to-government relationship.

» Explore mitigation strategies for water conservation and other water
use issues with all neighbors, including the O’odham, the NPS, and the

citizens of the Sonoyta Valley.

» Explore relationships with surrounding businesses, citizens, and others to find partnerships

which will benefit all parties and increase communication and common ground.
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@ Overview of the Proposed Action

Development of the General Management Plan (GMP), the Development Concept Plans (DCP), and
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), complete with public comments and responses, were
written to guide management and development of the monument over the pext 10-15 years. It also
summarizes the proposed action as described in the Supplement.

This process has been a long and arduous one, and continues to be. There are many voices to be
heard, many opinions to consider, and many factors to weigh in each decision that is made about the
monument, no matter how seemingly small or inconsequential. The NPS staft has made and continues
to make an effort to assure that everyone’s opinion is heard, and that all factors are considered.

To this end, also, the NPS has to represent not only its own interests and input into the monu-
ment, but also those of the general public. All places in the NPS domain are owned by each and every
citizen of the United States, and their views and needs must be considered as well as those of local
interests. Every effort is made to hear and respond to opinion and interests which are varied and
important in their own right.

National and International groups also have a stake in the monument and the outcome of the
planning process. Environmental protection groups, scientists and other interested parties have
commented, and will continue to comment on the outcome of this process. The Biosphere Reserve
designation is consistent with the NPS’s mandate to preserve the land and its resources. This desig-
nation is an additional opportunity to inform visitors about the program in general, and about the
monument’s important role in this precious network. Since this plan has become so comprehensive,

it will serve as the Biosphere Reserve plan, also.
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Redesignation

The NPS would support legislation to change the name of this beautiful land from Organ Pipe Cactus

National Monument to Sonoran Desert National Park. This would not change the NPS’s authority or
responsibilities in this area in any way, or alter funding or direction. The basic directive of the NPS is
to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wild life therein and to provide for
the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for
future generations,” and would continue here.

It is partly for reasons of keeping the monument intact that the NPS proposes redesignation legis-
lation. Most national monuments protect a single, unique feature. Organ Pipe Cactus NM is a
diverse area, and its designation would be more appropriate with the name Sonoran Desert National
Park. Also, in light of recent budget situations, redesignation would also be prudent for preservation

of the monument. When a list of possible units of the NPS to be closed was released recently, there

were no national parks on the list. There were, however, national monuments, Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument among them.

* For all these reasons, National Park status will be sought.

Role in the Biosphere

Because of its designation by UNESCO as a Biosphere Reserve, Organ Pipe Cactus NM has interna-
tional significance. Biosphere Reserves are part of an international network of protected examples
of major ecosystems. In addition to preserving the systems for future generations, they are also used
as a baseline for human impacts on the environment. Please note that this plan also serves as the
biosphere reserve plan.

« The NPS will continue to participate in Biosphere-related activities, and will do our part to
further Biosphere Reserves, both naticnally and internationally. .
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Land Use and Management
. The monument would be divided into different “zones™ which would dictate management, use
patterns and carrying capacities. These would include:
« Wilderness Zones: land in this zone would be preserved using wilderness values in accor-
dance with the regulations in the Wilderness Act. This area includes two subzones: the
| Potential Wilderness Subzone (which includes 3,410 acres of land eligible for wilderness
‘ designation), and the Quitobaquito Management Area Subzone. The area of wilderness in the
‘ monument would be added 1o in two ways: the parking lot would be re-located to the Puerto
‘ Blanco road, allowing the Quitobaquito road to be converted to a handicap-accessible trail.
If recommended by Congress, this action would also add 23 acres to designated Wildemess
‘ status. In addition, 1280 acres of state held land would be designated wilderness and managed
’ by the NPS as such.
. * Non-Wilderness Zones: land in this zone would provide for uses involving large concenfra-
tions of people or vehicles. Included in this zone are three subzones: State Route 85 Corridor
Sub-zone, the Travel Corridor Subzone, which includes all other roads, and the Development
Area Subzone, which applies to concentrations of visitor and management facifjties. Travel
corridors are existing roads traveled by cars which are used to move around in or through the
monument. Additional development in the monument would be confined to already-developed

areas, to lessen potential impacts on the land.

« Cultural Resources Overiay Zone: This land includes areas which have historical fabric or

interpreted based on the cultural resources existing there.

‘ other cultural resources existing on it. Land in this zone would be preserved, protected, and
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Natural and Cultural Resources Management

This part of the plan would serve to maintain and to protect existing natural and cultural resources in
the monument. Some of the issues which have been identified in this area include the need for a
comprehensive resources management program, mitiga-
tion strategies and species recovery plans, and increased
efforts to preserve atr, water, cultural, and other
resources. This would be accomplished through an
inter-agency effort which would include the NPS,

USEWS, BLM, and state management agencies,

The history of humans in what is now the monument has been a long and varied one from prehis-
toric times to the present, dominated by the presence of the Tohono O’odham, and especially the

Hia-Ced O’odham, Human occupation on this land is known for at least the past 12,000 years, The

ethnohistory of these people, and of the Hia-Ced O’odham, who have survived for many years in
this arid environment, have much to teach us about desert lifeways, about living with the land.

The ranching and mining history of this area are also a valuable resource. Several of the
properties are currently listed or formally declared eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places.

The educational possibilities here are also varied and interesung. The existing historical sites
could be stabilized or repaired, and used as historical reference poinis. Teaching could be done
through literature, demonstrations, and other guided materials.

The following provides more details about specific areas:

Resources Management Facilities A 5,000 square feet Science, Bducation, and Resources

Management Center would be located in Twin Peaks by converting the existing visitor/adminisiration .

FreTy



facility. A greenhouse and plant nursery would be constructed nearby. These facilities would serve
to provide work space for the monument personnel and the many visiting scientists who would stady
Sonoran Desert ecosystems and their important place in the global ecology. It would also be used for
visitor education about how to minimize hurnan impact on this fragile ecosystermn could be conveyed.

The existing offices would be converted back to employee homes.

Cultural Resources Historic properties within the boundaries of Organ Pipe Cactus NM would
be stabilized, and, where appropriate, would be listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
Preservation and use treatments would be applied for the properties listed. New developments would
be surveved for archeological resources prior to consiruction and potential impacts mitigated,

The monument contains not only resources which are historic, but also archaeologic and ethno-
graphic. The Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan calls for many actions that would
significantly increase the knowledge and understanding of known (and currently unknown) cultural
resources and properties. It is important to continue to evaluate these archeological, ethnographic,
and historic resources, including possible traditional cultural properties, for potential eligibility for

listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

Native American Consultation A government-to-government agreement about the manage-

ment of the lands, particularly those which are sacred to the Tohono O’odham would be sought.

Most often, the US government would be represented by the Superintendent or other representative

from the NPS. A consultation arrangement would be implemented to ensure ongoing adequate and

accurate communication in both directions. The NPS would attempt to ensure greater involvement

of the O’odham in interpretive activities, including cultural history. Care would be taken to ensure

sensitivity to this land as the homeland of the Tohono O’cdham and the Hia-Ced O’odham, a place

that is sacred tc them,
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Special Status Species There are several species which appear on the federal threatened and

endangered species list. The monument staff has current monitoring programs for the known
threatened and endangered species within the monument. These will continue at their present level,
and possibly increase in scope with the addition of appropriate staff.

Some of the species on the federal threatened and endangered species list
will not be affected by any of the proposed actions in the GMP. The NPS has
determined that actions proposed in this GMP would have no effect on the
American peregrine falcon or brown pelican, both of which are endangered
and known to occur within the monument.

Because of the number and importance of the species which might be
affected by the GMP, the NPS formally consulted with the Fish and Wildlife

Service to determine the possible affects of these proposed actions. The analysis

is recorded in the Biological Assessment and the resulting determination in the

Final Opinion, both which appear in Appendix A of this document.

A summary of the measures the NPS will employ to ensure protection of each endangered

animal follows:

* Sonoran Pronghorn: Observations of Sonoran pronghorn in the Monument suggest that traffic
along State Route 85 acts as a barrier to movement and fragments the species habitat. The NPS
will work with the Arizona Department of Transportation to establish a program to explore
measures to better understand and subsequently reduct the impaets of traffic speed and vol-
ume along State Route 85; will continue te serve as a member of the Sonoran Pronghorn Core
Working Group and implement the Recovery Plan; will modify fences along Momyment bor-
ders to better facilitate passage of Sonoran pronghorn through them; will educate motorists

about the vulnerability of the species to traffic; and will monitor and restrict human use and .
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access where necessary to minimize potential for disturbance.

. *» Lesser long-nosed bat: This animal’s range includes the Alamo Wash campground. The NPS
will monitor the roost for presence and abundance of bats as well as for detection of unautho-
rized human disturbance; will maintain existing structures to prevent unauthorized human
disturbance; and will not install bat gates until it is clearly appropriate to do so.

* Quitobaguito Desert Pupfish: Proposals made by the NPS would not adversely harm the habi-
tat of this animal. What is proposed is a well-defined trail system at Quitobaquito, which

| would reduce visitor trampling and improve habitat for the pupfish.

*» Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl: This animal’s range includes Alamo Canyon Wash.
Previcusly, the proposed action called for development of up to four campsites in this area.
Since the existence of this species is so tenuous, the NPS will first research the effect of human

| presence and development before proposing to build additional campsites, if any; will cooperate

| . with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service o establish closures in areas where pygmy-owls are

detected; and will work to elicit public awareness of the vulnerability of the species.

Air Quality Resources Maximum protection of the monument’s air quality could be achieved

by the state of Arizona redesignating the monument from Class II to Class I via the State Implemen-

tation Plan for Air Quality.

Visual Resources Actions would be taken to ensure preservation of visaal resoutces, including

| consideration of building sites and sustainable design guidelines for all new developments. An

| attempt would be made io move and bury existing power lines. The NPS would make every effort to
offset the costs associated with this project, and would also attempt to coordinate this project with

concurrent disturbance associated with planned building or improvement.
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Visitor Use and Associated Fuacilities

In order to truly appreciate and to protect this fragile ecosystem, there must be opportunity to
educate the visitor to this monument. These would include interpretive programs, environmental
awareness education, regional cooperation, biosphere goals, and history of the people and their
relationship with the land.

The Organ Pipe Cactus NM is situated in the heart of the Sonoran Desert, and shares borders with
the Tohono O’odham Nation, with private lands, with the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, and
with the Sonoyta Valley in Mexico. Because of the valuable resources which are located within the
monument, and because of the mandates of the NPS, there is some responsibility on the part of the
monument staff to provide leadership and behavioral role models for preservation, education, and
maintenance. The monument staff welcomes input and guidance from all neighbtors, and works at

keeping the monument a place where all can enjoy the natural environment in a safe and fulfilling way.

+ An interpretive component would be added to the new Science, Education, and Resources
Management Center in the Twin Peaks area. This wonld not only add much needed space
and facilities, but it would also focus the current interpretive efforts.

+ Information portals would be established along State Route 85, the main route through the
monument. These portals would be very simple, consisting of a picnic table, shade, and some
signs with basic interpretive material on them. These would serve as an educational respite
for travelers and highlight the fact that they have entered a special area, a National Park.

« Interpretative facilities would also be built in cooperation with other agencies, the most notable
being an inter-agency mformation and orientation center in the Why area. Other facilities conld
consist of demonstrations, straple portals or pullouts with information on signs, or other mutnaily

agreeable programs or facilities. The NPS would also cooperate with the International Sonoran

Desert Alliance (ISDA) to establish a tri-national, tri-cultural center in the Lukeville area.
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Camping The existing campground in Twin Peaks would remain. Opportunities for primifive
camping would be increased, by providing 20 new walk-in campsites up-canyon from the existing
group campground in the Twin Peaks arca. Parking in this area would be expanded to accommodate
this use. In addition, a feasibility study would be prepared to determine if any additional campsites
could be added at Alamo Canyon Wash without affecting endangered species. A day-use only parking
area for six vehicles would be designated within the existing loop drive. Previously, the proposed
action called for development of up to four campsites in this area. The NPS reconsidered this propos-

al based on consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see Appendix A).

Roads and Trails  The existing road network would be retained, except that some roads in the

Twin Peaks area would be re-aligned. At Twin Peaks,
approximately 800 ft. of new road would be constructed,
and a corresponding length of road removed and restored.
Visitors and employees would have separate access and park-
ing areas. A new turn around with about 400 fi. of new road
would be added at the entrance to Puerto Blanco Drive.
There would be eight new trails added (8.9 miles), of which handicap-accessible trails would
be 5.5 miles. There would also be two new hiking routes (13.5 miles), which would be marked on
maps oniy, and wounld remain undeveloped and unmaintained. For most of the trails discussed in
this section, “new” trails are actuwally social trails which have been carved out by common use.
Designating them trails would help manage visitor use in these areas so that no additional distur-
bance would occur. Signs would be added along these and existing hiking routes to enhance

interpretation and education, and to allow visitors greater access to existing resources.
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State Route 85  State Route 85 runs for approximately 22 miles through the monument.
Management emphasis for this road would be to develop a program in concert with the Arizona
Department of Transportation, Arizena Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service,
and others to achieve the following objectives:

+ gather baseline data on the extent of traffic impacts on wildlife, vegetation, cultural resocurces,

human safety, and the visitor experience

= explore and implement measures and technologies to reduce impacts on menument resources

while accommodating traffic

+ establish an educational program to premote public support and compliance.

Quitobaquito  Quitobaquito is an area which holds many precious resources, natural, cultural,
and ethnographic. The NPS would make no decisions about this area which were sudden or unin-
formed. Because of the O’odham history with this place, they would be included in the decision-
making process.

Current plans are to move the parking area, convert the existing road to a handicap-accessible
trail, and “formalize” some of the current social trails so that further erosion would be prevented.
At the present time, there is uncontrolled use, and it is hoped that marking and improving trails
which do not harm wildlife or damage the existing riparian areas would result in an overall net
reduction in disturbed land. A study would also be developed to determine if limits to use would

help protect endangered wildlife in the area.

Park Operations and Associated Facilities
The NPS maintains its facilities in a manner that ensures the health and safety of its visitors. It also
wishes to maintain the lands in an appropriate and respectful manner. There are, however, fiscal

realities which must be attended to in these decisions.
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* The NPS would seek alternative funding or partnership arrangements for staffing, and would
of course continue to rely on volunteers.

* The present complement of staff at Organ Pipe Cactus NM is 27 full time employees. The
monument’s operating budget in 1994 was $1,127,000, with an additional $181,000 for drug
enforcement activities. In light of budgetary constraints at the federal level, the plan proposes
adding one staff member per year for the next fifteen years to accommodate the growth associ-
ated with increased visitation.

There is an office shortage at the monument, so some of the existing hounsing has been converted
into offices. With the addition of new employees, this shortage will become even more acute. There
will need to be some new building, and some conversion of current buildings in order to accommao-
date the staff safely and to provide work space in which people can be productive.

+ The following plan would satisfy office, work and storage needs in a cost effective manner. The
NPS would seek partnership for 2,000 square feet of administrative office space in the under-
utilized federal facilities in the Customs and Immigration Reserve in the Lukeville area. The
maintenance area at Twin Peaks would be expanded to accommodate 2,000 square feet of area
for maintenance activities, including work space, shops, and office space. A 4,000 square feet

ranger operations and fire station with a helicopter pad would be constructed at this site, also.

Seasonal Needs There is a housing shortage at the monument. Because activity at Qrgan Pipe
Cactus NM is seasonal, with the winter season being busier, there is a fluctuation in the amount of
housing that is needed during different parts of the year. Affordable, short-term housing is difficuit
to find during the busy part of the year in the neighboring communities.
* The NPS will have to build some housing to accommodate seasonal workers. The NPS
estimates needing 10 total bedrooms to meet this need, contained in apartments or efficiencies.

‘We would seek to do so in Lukeville as a partnership.
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Flan Implementation

The General Management Plan is intended to provide comprehensive, general guidance for the next
10-15 years. Although priorities have been established, situations change over tfime, and new informa-
tion or new personnel might cause some priorities to be shifted. The ability of the NPS to implement
planned actions is also based on funding availability, which 1s determmined by the federal government.
This source of funding has shown itself, pa;ticularly in the past year, to be somewhat unpredictable.

The NPS, as well as other federal agencies, has sought partnerships, donations, and volunteer
time to offset costs. This effort will continue.

The prioritization of the projects in this plan are bhased on health and safety of staff and visitors,
as well as on legislative requirements. For more information about the second and third level of
priorities, please see the Supplement section under “New Proposed Action Aliernative” titled “Plan
impiementation and Costs™. The first priorities to be impiemented in this pian include:

* build the fire station

s develop and improve trails at Quitobaquito

+ form a partnership with ADOT to address issues associated with State Route 85

« establish pull-outs on State Route 85

» develop agreements between the Tohone O'odham and the NPS

« inventory, monitor, and mitigate impacts to threatened and endangered species (plant and animal)

» establish a program to mitigate impacts occurring from outside the monument (particularly

to water and air)
» establish safety programs for abandoned mine lands
* inventory, evaluate, and monitor programs to protect cultural resources
Once a Record of Decision has been signed, the NPS hopes to implement all of the proposed

action in the next 10 to 15 years.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT




Guide to the Final Environmental Impact Statement

To meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), porticons of both draft documents the
Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement are incorporated by reference into this document. Together, the combined
sections of the Dratt GMP/DCP/ELS, the Supplement, and this document, comprise the final environmental impact
statement.

The following table was prepared to serve as a guide for the reader to locate the most informative and relevant sec-
tions from each of these documents that make up the Final EIS. Please refer to the following Errata section of this
document for any factual corrections to the sections.

TABLE 1: GUIDE TO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
For the following sections: Please refer to these documents:
Sumimary

Summary Comparison of Alternatives

and Consequences Supplement

Purpose and Need for the Plan

Background Final EIS
Purpose and Need Final EIS
History of the Plan Final EIS
Legislation Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, Appendix A, and Final EIS,
Appendix D
Affected Environment
General Description of the Park Final EIS

Draft GMP/DCP/ELS
Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, Appendix C

Affected Environment

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species

Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and
Rare Wildlife Species Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, Appendix D

Alfernatives and Environmental Consequences

Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Existing Conditions/No Action Alternative

Consequences of No Action Alternative
Former Preferred Future Alternative

Consequences of Former Preferred Future
New Ideas Alternative

Consequences of New Ideas Alternative
New Proposed Action Alternative
Consequences of New Proposed Action

Additional mitigation measures

Cultural Compliance Requirements
Biological Assessment and Final Opinion

Supplement

Draft GMP/DCP/EIS, in addition see Actions Common
to All Alternatives, in the Supplement

Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, in addition see Actions Common
to All Alternatives, in the Supplement

Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement, and Appendix A: Biological Assessment
and Final Opinion in Final EIS

Supplement, Appendix I, and Appeadix A: Biological
Assessment and Final Opinion in Final EIS

Draft GMP/DCPYEIS, Appendix D

Final EIS, Appendix A



GUIDE TO THE FINAL EIS

Comments and Responses

Comments and Responses on the
Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

Tribal and Agency Comment Letters
on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

Comuments and Responses on the
Supplement

Caomment Letters on the Supplement

Consultation and Coordination
Scoping Process

Native American Consultation

Consultations with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and Arizona
Fish and Game Department

Planning Team and Contributors
Bibliography and Index

Bibliography
Index

Final EIS
Final EIS, Appendix B

Final EIS
Final EIS, Appendix C

Draft GMP/DCP/EILS, in addition see An Update on
Public Involvement and the Planning Process in
the Supplement

Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, in addition see An Update on
Public Iavolvement and the Planning Process in
the Supplement

Appendix G in the Supplement, in addition see
Appendix A: Biological Assessment and Final
Opinion in the Final EIS

Draft GMP/DCP/ELS

Draft GMP/DCP/ELS
Supplement




Errata

Many of the public and agency comments suggested corrections to the text of various sections in the documents.
Since many of these corrections help to clarify a point being made, or to correct a fact, it is important that these
changes be made. A list of the corrections to the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS and the Supplement follows.
CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT GMP/DCP/EIS

Summary
Page v-xxv: delete entire Summary section, instead refer to Summary section in the Supplement.

Page 3, 1st column, 7th bullet: change “302,000 hectare care area” to “302,000 hectare core area.”

Desired Futures
Page 12, 1st column, paragraph 4, 3rd sentence: replace “NAFTA has sent in motion” with “NAFTA has set in moticn.”

Page 12, Ist column, paragraph 4, 4th sentence: delete “resource depletion” after the word “ Mexico.”

Page 12, 2nd column, under Cooperative Management, second bullet: add “including the Tohono O’odham Nation”
as the very last phrase of the sentence.

Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Page 18, left column, paragraph 1, last sentence: replace “the Proposed Action” with “The Preferred Future”

Resonrce Management
Page 23, left column, paragraph 2: add “of the National Historic Preservation Act” after “section 106

Page 24, right column, under Narive American Consultations, first sentence: replace “Indian” with “Indians” and
add “as amended in 1992” to the end of the sentence.

Page 25, table 1, second sentence: add “Eligible” after “National Register.”

Interpretation

Page 29, right columy, paragraph 4: the word “exhibitry™ is used by interpretative planners as in the seutence:
“Some exhibitry fexhibits] would be provided to interpret the revegetation prograin, methods of propagating
deserts plants, and the importance of gene pools in biclogical diversity.”

Page 31, left column, paragraph 4, last sentence: delete “the National Environmental Protection Act.”

Page 64, right column, paragraph 2: delete the last sentence as it is repeated.

Page 94, left column, paragraph 1, fourth sentence: replace “300 person” with “300 persons”.

Page 73, left column, paragraph 2, before the last sentence of the 2nd paragraph: insert “In 1996 there have been
documented instances of predatory exotic fish being placed into Quitobaquito springs.”

Page 77, right colurmn, paragraph 2: replace “Quercus ajoensis” with “Quercus turbinella”, and replace “Juniperus
monosperma” with “Juniperus coahuilensis.”

Page 78, right column, paragraph 2, sentence 3: insert “Brassica tournefortii.”
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ERRATA

Cultural Environment

Page 80, left column, under OVERVIEW: add the following at the beginning of this section: The National Park
Service acknowledges that the archeological, ethnographic, and historical information presented below in the
Cultural Environment section is based upon the Eure-American disciplines of archeology, cultural anthropology,
and history. The O’odham world view is different. It is our understanding that the O odham believe they have
been in the area since time immemorial, and that all parts of the ecosystem —— water, land, and culture — are
integrated, cannot be separated and are sacred.

On page 80, left column, paragraph 1, second sentence: add “It is presently believed by most archaeologists that”
to the beginning of the sentence. In addition, insert the following sentence after the first sentence: “However,
there is a minority opinion, exemplified by the work of Jultan Hayden, that human occupation may have
occurred much earlier, perhaps as long ago as 30,000 years or more.

On page 80, left column, paragraph 1, fifth sentence: change “Halocene” to “Holocene.”

On page 83, left column under Archeological Surveys: add the following at the end of this paragraph: “The next
major archeological work took place on the neighboring Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge in the mid-

1960s. Bernard Fontana surveyed the area and wrote an archeological report in 1965

Page 88, left column, paragraph 2. end of the fourth sentence: add the following sentence: “The Tohono O'odham
Nation is currently operating under a constitution adopted in 1986, which superseded the one of 19377

Visitor Use and Experience
Page 90, left column, first paragraph: replace “50-59 age bracket” with “60-69 age bracket.”

Surrounding Land Uses
Page 97, left column, paragraph 1: change the word “owned” to “administered”

Page 97, left column, paragraph 4, second sentence: insert the following into the end of the sentence: “who is
charged with profecting this area of the Sonoran Desert.”

Page 97, left column, paragraph 3, fifth seatence: change “The airspace above the refuge is used” 1o “The airspace
above the refuge was once used.”

Page 100, right column, paragraph 2 under Mexico, last sentence: change “2 miles south” to “3 miles south”

Environmental Consequences
Page 106, left colemn, paragraph 3, first sentence under Cultural Resources: change “archeoclogic” to “archeological”

Page 107, right column, paragraph 3, third sentence: delete the word “Indian.”

Page 112, left colamn, paragraph 2, sentence 1: delete first part of sentence; the sentence should begin with “The
Mexican rosy boa.”

Page 116, left column, first paragraph, last sentence: insert “(Gambel’s quail, house finch, white winged dove,
mourning dove, canyon towhee, cactus wren, black throated sparrow, hooded oriole)” after “some native.”

Page 117, right column, paragraph 2, last sentence: replace “ethnographic” with “ethnographic.”
Page 118, left column, top of the page: capitalize “Arizona Site Steward Program.”
Page 119, left column, second paragraph, second sentence: change “impact” to “impacts.”

Page 119, left column, second complete paragraph, last sentence: after “preserved” add “or removed and data
recovered if necessary.”

Page 124, right column, third paragraph, first sentence: add “major” before “development is planned.” Also, delete
the period after “wildlife habitat” and add “such as the Lukeville and Twin Peaks areas.”
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Corrections to the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS

. Page 149, Table 3: insert “Sand Tank Mountains” into comments on the Kofa mountain barberry. Also, insert “and
Sand Tank mountains” into comments on Arizona Rosewood, and delete “only known local in U.S”

Bibliography
Add the following references to the bibliography:
Bahr, Donald, Juan Smith, William Smith Allison, and Julian Hayden
1994 The Short Swift Time of Gods on Earth: The Hohokam Chronicles. Berkeley: University of
California Press. .

Fontana, Bernard L.
1965 “An Archeclogical Survey of the Cabeza Prieta Game Range, Arizona” Tucson: Arizona Staie
Museum. Prepared for the Cabeza Pricta National Wildlife Refuge, Ajo, Arizona, United States
Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Department of the Interior.

Smith, Charles Walter
1992 “Wilderness Management and Use In and For Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument [Arizona).”
Tucson: Thesis, Master of Arts in Geography, University of Arizona. Available from Ann Arbor,
Michigan: UMI Dissertaiion Services, 300 North Zeeb Road, 48106, 800-521-0600, Order
Number 1350942,

| Urrea, Bernardo de
1775 “Census taken on the march through the interior of Papagueria of Bernardo de Urrea which began

on October 10, 1775....Presidio of Saint Gertrude of Altar, November 7, 1775, Sonora, Mexico.
Translated from the Spanish by Judith Van Horn and Larry Lee Norris, Denver, Colorado, August
13, 1993. Xeroxed copy on file, Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, Arizona. Original prob-
ably from a legajo in the Provincias Intemas section of the Archivo General de la Nacion (AGN},
Mexico City, Mexico. Shows Quitobaquito to have a population of 27 men, 24 women, 11 boys,

. and 13 girls for a total of 75, all classified as converted Christian Indians. The total population of
eight settlements or villages from Quitovac north to Quitobaquito is given as 1,390,
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ERRATA
CORRECTIONS TO THE SUPPLEMENT

Summary
Page s-xii, first sentence under Quirobaquito Management Area, New Proposed Action Alternative: add the following
at the end of the sentence: “except that visitors would not need a permit fo visit this area”

Purpose and Need
Page S-4, first sentence after Public Comments: insert “including copies of serveral petitions with hundreds of signa
tures” after “S5 responses”.

New Ideas Alternative

Page S-25, paragraph 2, fourth sentence under State Route 85 Corridor Subzone: insert “Arizona Fish and Game
Department,” before “National Biological Service”,

Page S-27, last sentence under Wilderness Management: insert “Arizona Fish and Game Department,” after “U.S.
Air Force.”

New Proposed Action Alternative
Page S-56, third sentence under State Route 85 Corridor Subzone: insert “Arizona Fish and Game Department and
others” after “to work with ADOT”

Page S-64, first sentence under Quitobaquito Springs: add “except that visitors would not need a permit to visit this
area” at the end of the sentence.

Environmental Consequences
Page 5-75, after the last paragraph: insert the following:

Methodology

The methodelogy of assessing impacts of the alternatives varies depending on the topic and issues. NEPA
requires federal agencies to disclose the context (regional or site specific concerns), duration {(short term vs.
long-term) and intensity of impacts. The method generally used is to review all best available informration,
consult with subject matter experts, and compare existing conditions against the probable impacts should the
actions be implemented. Mitigation measures are included in the actions and analyzed as part of the proposal.
During the analysis process, best professional judgement and expertise is used, and where data or conclusions
are not clear, the plan identifies this for further study.

The general management plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, identify issues, and
establish courses of action, including areas of further study, necessary to address the issues. Therefore, the
plan also recognizes that there are issues that must be addressed prior 10 actual implementation of any of these
concepts. For this reason, the NPS has committed to collecting and considering all relative data when and if
implementation plans proceed for the Alamo Canyon Wash Campground, Quitobaquito Springs, Twin Peaks,
or other areas. NPS has also commitied to conduct further environmental compliance for these areas as
required by federal law; therefore, an environmental assessment would be prepared and be available for public
review prior to implementation of any development decisions.

Page $-92, paragraph 2, third sentence under New Proposed Action Alternative, Visitor Use: delete the last sentence,
and in its place, add the following paragraph:

Therefore, visitor numbers would be higher under this alternative than the New ldeas Alternative. Visitors at
Quitobaquito would be subject to the same actions proposed in the New Ideas Alternative, except that permits
would niot be required to visit the area, therefore visitor use imnpacts would be controlied mainty through
formalized trails. It is difficult to predict whether visitor use would be greater or less than in the New [deas
Alternative.
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Introduction to Comments and Responses

PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

Public and agency review of draft environmental impact statements helps to ensure quality in the planning process.
Therefore, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) directs the NPS to review and consider all comments, and
then respond to substantive public comments in the final environmental impact statement. A substantive comment is
defined as a comment that results in one of the following agency responses:

* a modification of the alternatives, including the proposed action

* development and evaluation of an alternative not previously given serious consideration by the agency

» improvement or modification of the environmental analyses

+ factual corrections

« an explanation of why the NPS position is maintained and no further response by the agency is needed

To begin with, the planning team read each comment from each letter, petition, or public meeting resulting from the
Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement for specific suggestions or special emphasis. While all comments were
considered by the NPS to determine appropriate management directions, the comments were not regarded as part of a
voting process or statistical study.

The substanfive comments resuiting from the review are addressed in the following Comments and Responses sec-
tions, through changes in the text in the Errata section, or in both places. Since there were numerous substantive
comments, many of which were duplicates or warranted a similar response, the comments were summarized by con-
cern topics. This allows the reader interested in a particular topic to review the substance of all concerns raised and
the agency s response to these concerns. Each substantive comment was summarized into only one concern topic. A
list of the topics and the types of comments it contains can be found at the beginning of the following comments and
responses.

ORGANIZATION

Responses to comments on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS have been separated from those on the Supplement into two dis-
cussions: Comments on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS, and Comments on the Supplement.

Substantive comments and NPS responses on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS follow and are organized into:

» an index of the letters, pedtions, and meetings containing comments on the draft statement

« a list of the topic categories and the types of comments contained therein

+ a summary of the comments that led to and were addressed in the Supplement

» summarized comments by topic, that were not addressed by the supplement and still warrant an agency
response

* in Appendix B, copies of comment letlers from State and other Federal agencies and Tribal Governments as
required by NEPA

Substantive comments on the Supplement and NPS responses to them, follow those on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and
are organized nto:
« an jndex of the letters, petitions, and meetings containing conuments on the Supplement
+ a list of the topic categories and the types of comments contained therein
* summarized comments by topic, and responses to them
= in Appendix C, a copy of all comment Jetters received in response to the Supplement — including those from
other agencies and Tribal governments as required by law
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Comments and Responses on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GMP/DCP/EIS

The following index lists the letters, petitions and meetings containing comments on the draft enivornmental impact
statement. Pursuant to NEPA and NPS guidelines, some of the comment letters are printed in Appendix B as des-
cribed below.

Public Agency and Tribal Government Comment Letters.
NPS guidelines require the NPS to print all public agency and tribal government letters. Please see Appendix B for a
copy of the following letters.

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

Arizona Department of Transportation, Highways Division
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Regional Habitat Program
Arizona Public Service Company, West Valley District

Tohono O’ odham Nation, Gu-Vo District Governing Council
Tohone O’odham Nation, Hickiwan District Council

Tohone O’odham Nation, Legislative Branch

Pima Association of Governments

U.S. Air Force, Luke Air Force Base

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Papago Agency

U.S. Bureaw of Land Management

U1.5. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Ecological Services State Office

Tribal Government Meetings
Consultations during several meetings with the Tohono O’ odhain and Hia-Ced O’ odham were also considered. Each
meeting date and location is listed.
June 8, 1995, Gu Vo District of the Tohono O’ odham Nation, held within the Tohono O’ odham Nation, Arizona
June 9, 1995, Legislative Council of the Tohono O’odham Nation, held in Council Chambers in Sells, Arizona
June 2, 1995, Hickiwan District Council of the Tohono O’odham Nation, held in within the Tohono O’ odham
Nation, Arizona
November 7, 1995, heid within the monument at Quiiobaquito Springs
November 21, 1993, held within the monument at Twin Peaks

University Comment Letters: (Please note, the following letter is not printed within this document)
University of Arizona, Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy

Special Interest Groups: (Please note, the following letters are not printed within this document)
Defenders of Wildlife, Wildlife Counsel
The Economic and Environment Association
National Parks and Conservation Association, Southwest Region
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter

Individual Comment Letters: (Please note, the following letters are not printed within this document}

Bell, Tillman; submitted two separate letters Henry, Steven
Cherry, James E Kerber, Ken
Fontana, Bernard L., Martin, Lee W,
Gay, Al E. Mason, Jim
Hargis, Roberta Tasker, Lucy



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Petition Letters .
The NPS received and considered copies of several Petitions with hundreds of signatures. Each type of petition has
been rumbered and the key subject matter defined. The copies of the petitions were either submitted by the Economic
and Environment Association, or Mr. A.E. Gay.

P-1, Five Points about the proposed General Management Plan

P-2, Reaction to restrictive Border Crossing

P-3, Toll Road to Rocky Point; belp us defeat them

P-4, Citizens for Unyestricted Travel

P-3, No National Cactus Park

P-6. Request for Airport Runway

P-7, Death trap; please make State Highway 85 safe

Public Meetings
Comments from the following public meetings were also considered. Fach meeting date and location is listed.
May 8, 1995, Sonoyta, Mexico
May 9, 1995, Ajo, Arizona
May 10, 1995, Phoenix, Arizona
May 11, 1995, Tucson, Arizona
The May, 1995 meeting of the International Sonoran Desert Alliance, within the Tohone O’odham Nation
in Arizona

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GMP/DCP/EIS BY TOPIC

Comments and related responses on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS are summarized and organized into the following
categories. Fach substantive comment appears in only one of the following categories. The comments and responses
for each category follow.

Comments addressed by Preparation of the Supplement: NPS response to most of the comments on the Draft
GMP/DCP/ELS was 10 prepare the Supplement.

Planning Process: Responses to comments that pertain to the process and development of general management
plans.

Srate Route 85 and other roads: Responses to comments that pertain to resources, ownership, and other con-
cerns regarding the State Route 85 corridor and other roads in the monument.

Other developments: Responses to comments pertaining 1o development of trails, relocation of the power lines,
and other facilities within the monument.

Endangered Species Act: Comments regarding threatened and endangered species and the Endangered Species
Act, Including Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Wildlife Resources: Comments regarding potential atfects on wildlife resources

Vegetarion and Soil Resowces: Conmunents regarding potential affects on vegetation and soil resources

Air and Water Resources: Comments regarding potential affects on air and water resources.

Cultural Resources and O odham Consultations: Comments regarding the protection and potential effects on

cultural resources and consuliations between the NPS and Tohono O"cdham and Hia-Ced O’ odham.

Comments Addressed By Preparation of the Supplement

The Draft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/DCP/EIS)
was released in May of 1995. Comments and concerns ratsed by the public and various agencies reviewing the draft

Page 72



Comments and Responses on the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS

plan were received by the National Park Service (NPS}) in letters, petitions and at public meetings. These comments
fell into six categories:

» Concerns regarding actions affecting use of State Route 85

« The number of alternatives presented

* New jdeas about cooperation between the NPS and others, and about development both within the monument

and outside monument boundaries.

* Requests for more involvement by the Tohono O’odham Nation

* Costs associated with implementing the alternatives

*» Mitigation of impacts on natural resources, especially threatened and endangered species.

After reviewing these and all other comments, the NPS determined a Supplement to the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS was
needed, and subsequently prepared one. The Supplement addresses all of the comments that fall into one of the six
categories, therefore, they are not further discussed here.

Comments that were not addressed in the Supplement, either consist of factual corrections and are listed in the pre-
ceding Errata section of this document, or were determined not to warrant further agency response, and are addressed
by topic, in the following sections.

Planning Process

Comment Letters; Gay, A.; Kast, H.; Mason, ].; Economic and Environment Association; U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency; Public Meetings; Petitions

Comment:
An appropriate need statement should briefly summarize the purpose and need for the general management plan.

Response:
Please review the Purpose and Need section in this Final EIS,

Comment:
‘We suggest a matrix approach to the plan which would compare a range of reasonable alternatives for development,
visitor use management, and other concerns

Response:

This general management plan was prepared in accordance with NEPA, ather laws, and NPS management
policies. Please see the Summary Comparison of Alternatives and Summary Comparison of Cousequences
tables presented in the Supplement to compare alternatives or environmental consequences,

Comment:
We request that the NPS develop and submit a new draft plan and that advertised public hearings be held before the
new plan is accepted for final review,

Response:

The NPS prepared a Supplement and distributed it to more than 600 individuals, agencies, special interest
groups, and many others. The NPS held public meetings 1o encourage as much response as possible to the new
alternatives, including the agencies preferred alternative, and related consequences. The NPS posted flyers in
the communities that public meetings were held and announced the time and location of public meetings in the
Ajo Copper Mountain News, in Ajo, Arizona.

Comment:
We request Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument be closed and removed from the NPS budget.

Response:
Only the President and Congress of the United States have the authority to change legislation that created the
monument, or close or remove jt from federal ownership and management.



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment:;
Why are costs so excessive?

Response:
NPS is required to estimate the total amount of costs the federal government can expect to incur on projects,
Refer to page S-44 in the Supplement, under Escalated Costs, for a more complete explanation.

State Route 85 and Other Roads

Comment Letters:  Cherry, 1.; Conant, C.; Henry, W.; Economi¢ and Environment Association; National Parks and
Conservation Association; Public Meetings; Petitions

Comment:

One commentor believes the NPS has authority to lower the speed limit to whatever speed might be safe, and most
appropriate for protection of wildlife. Another commentor suggests enforcement of the current speed limit would be
more appropriate than a reduction. Another proposes installation of wider shoulders along the road. One comment

letter asks the NPS to discuss how improving the road condition would have positive impacts on all types of traffic,

making SR 85 safer for vehicles, bicyclers, hikers, wildlife, thus enhancing the visitor experience. Another asks why
are federal emplovees, not State law enforcement officers patrolling our state highway?

Response:
Please see the first response under the topic of State Route 85 in the following Responses to the Supplement
section. The response covers these issues as well as other comments generated by the Supplement.

Comment:

Please clarify exceptions to improving unpaved roads; safety, maintenance, and resource considerations are oo broad
and leave very little out.

Response:
The NPS is interested in maintaining the rural experience on these roads. Only improvements such as minor
re-routes or realignments would be considered to keep roads safe and passable. Vehicle use on unpaved roads

can sometimes lead to increased erosion, which in turn can create hazardous road conditions and loss of soil
resources.

Comment:
What NAFTA related improvements are proposed by the State?

Response:

"The Arizona Department of Transportation, Transportation Planning Division issued a 1993 report titled “The
Agizona Border Infrastructure Needs Assessment,” which updates and expands on an earlier paper, “The Effects
of Free Trade with Mexico on Arizona’s Highways”. Addressed in this report are improvements needed on state
highways linking Mexico and the Intersiate System. Also included in the report is the 1994-1998 Five Year
Construction Program, which outlines estimated improvement costs {reconstruction, resurfacing, and widening)y
needed to upgrade State Route 85 to its cross section design standard. It is noted that widening would account
for a majority of improvement costs on State Route 85.

Comment:
Under Revised Statue 2477, Walls-Well Road should still be open to public use,

Response:
The NPS does not believe that this road falls under this classification, and therefore, was able to close it.
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Comments and Responses on the Draft GMPrDCP/ELS
Other Developments

Comment Lewers:  Gay, A.; Defenders of Wildlife; Economic and Environment Association; National Parks and
Conservation Association; U.S. Environmenta) Protection Agency; U.S. Burean of Land
Management; Toheno O’ odham Nation, Hickiwan District Conncil; Public Meetings; Petitions

Comment;
Alternative 2 predicts visitor security problems at Quitobaquito. How does Alt 1 avoid this?

Response:
The NPS believes that moving the parking area out of sight from the current location will substantially decrease
the incidence of vehicle break-ing and theft.

Comment:
We would like a ranway airport in Lukeville.

Response:

The NPS does not believe that providing an FAA (Federal Aviation Administration) approved runway in
Lukeville meets the purpose of the monument nor the needs of visitors. There is an FAA approved airport that
can serve visitor needs, located north of the monument in Ajo, Arizona. Therefore, the NPS considers this pro-
posal to be beyond the scope and intent of this general management plan, and consequently, rejects the idea.

Comment:
Will the science center be aligned with other agencies or universities, and will fees be charged to researchers interested
in using this facility?

Respornse:

The development concept plans (DCPs) contained in the general management plan are just that conceptual —
ideas for ways to implement NPS goals and management objectives. The next step will be to start the process
of implementing these proposals. At that time the NPS will more fally develop the idea of the science center,
including its management.

Comment:
Where is public reserve no. 887 Is it part of the Quitobaguito reserve?

Response:

Park records indicate that the Township and Range for this area have never been surveyed. Even the most cur-
rent USGS (United States Geological Survey) maps do not indicate that Section surveys were done for this area.
However, by comparing the pysical description in Executive Order of November 21, 1923 (page 137 in the
Draft GMP/DCP/EIS) to areas on the USGS maps that have been surveyed, it seems likely that public water
reserve no. 88 refers to the Quitobaquito area. Before the monument was established, this Exectuive Order
withdrew the land from settlement, location, sale, or entry, and reserves them for public use in accordance the
the provisions of Section 10 of the Act of December 29, 1916 (39 Stat., 862).

Comment:
Each proposed trail segment should be explained, and have its potential impacts considered more closely. We feel
that the Salt Trail is very sacred and therefore, use by non-O’ odham should be resiricted.

Response:
In the Supplement, the discussion and analysis of trails was improved and a new development concept and trail
alignment to Quitobaquito was proposed.

Most of the routes in the proposed action occur in heavily used areas where trails have been worn and devel-
oped by use. Because most have been previously disturbed, NPS feels that formalizing these routes will
accommodate visitor desire for additional trails, while better managing this use and minimizing additionai dis-
turbance of wilderness lands. Cumulatively, there are less than two miles of new routes proposed.

Page 75



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment:
The general management plan should state when the next scheduled replacement cycle of the power lines is projected.
If the power lines are relocated, who would bear the cost of restoring the 27 miles of right-of-way wilderness?

Response:

The replacement cycle of power line poles is the life of the pole, therefore replacement of power lines and poles
is performed on an as-needed basis. Also refer to the Supplement, page S-28 for a discussion of the ways in
which the NPS proposes to offset potential costs to tax or rate payers.

Endangered Species Act

Comment Letters:  Arizona Wildlife Society; Defenders of Wildlife; Bureau of Land Management; U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; Arizona Game and Fish Department; Economic and Environment Associations

Conmument:
There were numerous concerns raised about potential impacts of proposed actions on threatened and endangered
species.

Response:

Please see pages S-17, and S-80 through S-85 of the Supplement for further discussion on threatened and
endangered species management. Additionally, the NPS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and has prepared a biological assessment which further analyses potential effects to listed species. Please see
Appendix A in this document for copies of the NPS’s biological assessment and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s formal opinion.

Comment:

Where are the statistics to back up the claim that the Mexican rosy boa is being significantly impacted by highway
mortality along State Route 85?7 The NPS should provide information on its range, population, and number of road
kills.

Response:

The Mexican rosy boa could be encountered in any rockpile habitat, and adjacent sloping bajadas in the monu-
ment. In cooperation with the NPS, Philip C. Rosen and Charles H. Lowe, Department of Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, have prepared a repor! on the Ecology of the Amphibians and
Reptiles at Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument including highway mortality rates. The report estimates as
many as S00 snakes are killed per year by vehicles on State Route 85. During the study, of the 368 snakes (20
species) observed on the State Route 85 transect, 104 were found live and 264 were found dead. Information
contained in this report also supports the statement that the Mexican rosy boa has been significantly impacted
by State Route 85. Only eight rosy boa have been recorded in the monument during a 4.5 year period from
1987 10 1992, Due to highway related mortality and poaching it appears that the rosy boa has been extirpated
from some parts of the monument near the highway., As indentified in the Natural and Cultural Resources
Management Plan, further research is needed on the ecology of the rosy boa including more details on distribu-
tion, mortality rates and population densities,

Wildlife Resources

Comment Letters:  Arizona Wildlife Society

Comment:
No names are given of the native birds that may be impacted by the reduction of available water.

Response:

The general management plan has been modified to clarify this statement to include mourning doves, white
winged deves, Gambel’s quail and house finch populations.
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Comments and Responses on the Draft GMFP/DCP/ELS

Comment:
What are the impacts of the preferred future on wildlife in the area from predicted increases in visitation, new facili-
ties and new trails?

Response:
Pursuant to NEPA, impacts to wildlife are discussed in the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS, page 115, and the Supple-
ment, pages S-85 and S-86.

Vegetation and Soil Resources

Comment letters:  Henry, S.; Arizona Wildlife Society; Tohono O’odham Nation, Gu-Vo District Council and
Hia-Ced O’odham Program

Commeni:
Might burying power lines cause a serious disturbance to vegetation and soil?

Response:

Yes, burying power lines would cause disturbance to seils and vegetation. However, the power lines would be

buried along the State Route 85 road corridor, which has been previously disturbed during construction of this

road. In all alternatives, there would be a net increase in revegetated and stabilized soils. See impacts to vege-
tation and soils in both the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement. Also, see Appendix [ in the Supplement
which states that all construction areas would be revegetated and sediment and erosion control measures would
be followed to mitigate impacts to soils and vegetation.

Comment:
The ditch leading from Quitobaguito Springs does not allow for flooding of the adjacent area that contains medicinal
plants. This problem must be corrected.

Response:
Please see pages S-15 and S-16 of the Supplement. As summarized from the Natoral and Cultural Resources
Management Pian, vegetation management includes the preservation of historically significant species.

Comment:
Because community integrity of the revegetated acreage is unknown, the increase of 171 acres should not be present-
ed as a net increase that will offset the loss the 58 original acres.

Response:

The NPS proposes to restore disturbed areas to natural conditions, which would include restoration of commu-
nity integrity. Please see page 113 in the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS and page 5-111 in the Supplement for a discus-
s1on on revegetation.

Air and Water Resources
Comment [etters:  Martin, L.; Economic and Environment Association
Comment:
In-park sources of air pollution are listed as minimal. This is an oversight. The air quality in the main campground
from the use of generators is unaccepiable and a health hazard.
Response:

Please see page S-18 of the Supplement. Programs would be developed to monitor ambient air guality and visi-
bility in the monument.



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment.
How would redesignation from a class 11 to a class I area provide maximum protection of the momument’s air quality
if this would be insufficient in preventing further degradation of air quality and visibility from Mexico?

Response:
Please see page S-19 of the Supplement. In addition, the NPS would continue to work with resource specialists
from Mexico to help improve and protect air quality.

Comment:
Why is the NPS using 1988 data from a report for a 1995 drafi plan? Has NPS done any studies on groundwater
depletions since 19887 What is the current status of the water table drop of the Twin Peaks well?

Response:

The alternatives in a general management plan are driven by the NPS analysis of best available information, and
where data is lacking, NPS acknowledges that it will obtain further studies prior to actual implementation. In
addition to the 1988 data, in 1993, depth to water measurements were made in 13 wells. As summarized in the
Supplement, The Natural and Culiural Resources Management Plan identifies the need for continued ground
water monitoring and a water conservation program. As stated in this general management plan, the NPS will
continue to collect groundwater data both within the monument and on adjacent lands, and has committed to
developing and implementing a water conservation program.

As for the Twin Peaks well, the last recorded NPS measurement of the water table in two wells in this area was
taken on 8/23/78 and read 310 feet for both wells. The pump at one well was replaced in 1990; the contractors
doing the replacement measured the water table at 320 feet. The same contractors replaced the pump at the sec-
ond well tn 1991 and recorded the water table depth at 325 feet. There may be several reasons for the apparent
drop in water level. First, the techniques used in 1978 by the NPS may not have provided the most accurate
measurement. Second, while the contractor may have used more accurate measuring techniques, there must

be adequate recharge time or the measurements of the water table will not be accurate. In general, the NPS
believes the increase in water use due to increased visitation has been minimal based on the fact that the pumps
are run about the same number of days per week as they were in years past.

Cultural Resources and Tohono and Hia-Ced O’odham Consultations

Comment letters; Fontana, B.; National Parks and Conservation Association; U.S. Bureau of Land Management;
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs; Tohono O’odham Nation, Gu Vo District and the Hia-Ced
Program; Tohono O’odham Nation, Legislative Council; Tohono O’cdham Nation, Hickiwan
District; Public Meetings

Comment:

The name O’odham means “people” or “the people” and signifies both the singular and the plural in the O’ odham
language. It should be used the same way in English, that is, without adding “s” for the plural and without adding
“people” as in the phrase “the O’odham people.”

Response:
The Supplement and this docurnent adhere to the O’ cdham usage suggested by the comment.

Comment:
If the ferm “American Indian” is used instead of the more inclusive “Native American,” an explanation should be
provided.

Response:

The NPS recognizes that “Native American” is the more inclusive term over “American Indian”. However, we
understand that there is some preference among members of the Tohono O’ odham Nation for the term American
Indian over Native American a3 a generic term for the indigenous peoples of North America. That is why
American Indian was used in certain places in the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS. The term Native American is used to
refer to Consultation with American Indians and other Native Americans as required by the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
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Comments and Responses on the Draft GMFP/DCF/EIS

Comment:

We request that the Tohono O’ odham Nation be on a decision making level of the monument’s management and
administration. We request that the whole monument area be incorporated as a cultural and traditional use area of the
Tohono and Hia-Ced O’odham.

Response:

The NPS recognizes that what is now the monument was once pait of the waditional territery of the Hia-Ced

0’ odham and Tohono O’ odham, especially the Hia-Ced O’odbam, and it looks forward to more interpretation
of this subject through O’odham participation. The NPS cannot divest its inherent federal responsibility, which
makes neither proposal possible. However, regular consultation with the O odham Nation is a goal of the NPS and
will be addressed in the government-to-government agreement to be sought with the Tohono Oodham Nation.

Comment:
We believe the O’odham were not adequately consulted about possible changes for visitor access to Quitobaquito
Springs.

Response:

The O’ odham idea of moving the parking lot, avoiding the sacred Salt Trail, and using the current parking lot
and road as an access trail to Quitobaguito became part of the propoesed action in the final general management
plan. In addition, the NPS proposes to seek O’ cdham involvement throughout implementation stages of the
final general management plan.

Comment:
The Quitobaquito culture area is a much larger area than indicated in the plan, including areas where there once were
fields and homes in Mexico and other sites and villages on the U.S. side.

Response:

The NPS has enlarged the Quitobaquito Springs Management Area in the proposed action and continues to
seek archeological, ethnographic, and historical information from both sides of the international border to aid
resources management and interpretation.

Comrment:
We are concerned that the O’ adham would have to reveal more of their history, that we do not want made public.

Response:
The NPS only seeks or xequests cultural information that a particular people is cornfortable sharing. We respect the
right of the local or regional government of the O’odham to control and share this information on O’odham terms.

Comment:

Please acknowledge the sacredness and importance of the natural spring water of Quitobaquito Springs. The

O’ odham are interested in conducting a joint ethnobotany and ethnobiclogical study, along with a natural and cultural
resource study of the Quitobaquito Springs water flow to the pond.

Response:

The NPS acknowledges the sacredness and importance of these waters. Doing a joint study will be considered
as part of the monument’s Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan. Additionally, the study could be
part of future discussions about the government-to-government agreement being sought by the NPS with the
O’odbam.

Comment:

The O odham request that certain ethnographic corrections be made to the completed nomination form of I'itoi Mo’o
{Montezuma’s Head) to the National Register of Historic Places, and to the ongoing nomination form of
Quitobaquito Springs.

Response:

The Q’odham are invited to make known to the Arzona State Historic Preservation Officer in Phoenix, any sug-
gestions or corrections to the nomination form for ’itoi Mo’o (Montezuma’s Head), which was listed in the
National Register of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property on May 2, 1994, Quitobaquito Springs
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was formally determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places on August 18, 1994, The
Quitobaquito nomination form is awaiting further O’odham consultation according to their wishes, as will be
any future nomination forms of possible additional sites.

Comiment:
Who has or should have access to information provided by the O’odham?

Response:

The question raised could be part of future discussions on the proposed government-to-government agreement
being sought by the NPS with the O’odham. Confidentiality of the O’odham is protected by several laws and
executive orders of the President of the United States including: Executive Order 13007, signed by President
William Jefferson Clinton on May 24, 1996; the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665),
as amended; the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-341); the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-141); the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1990; and the Memorandum of April 29, 1994, of President William Jefferson Clinton.

O’ odham questions about natural and cultural resources management and other forms of land management,
access to culturally important sites and their protection, working regularly with a park cultural resources special-
ist, and use of existing information in the monument’s library and archives can all be addressed in the govern-
ment-to-government agreement being sought between the monument and the O odham.,

Comment:

The Bureau of Indian Affairs indicates that the NPS has not made clear its obligation to notify promptly neighboring
Native American groups during archeological discovery situations, and the National Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion says that any cuttural resource treatments for historic protection and preservation and the possible agreement
being sought between the NPS and the Tohono O’odham Nation should be subject to public review before initiation
of a project.

Response:

The NPS recognizes its responsibility to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies regarding any
federal actions or undertakings stemming from the approval of the general management plan, including any (1)
archeological discovery situations to contact promptly appropriate neighboring Native American groups over the
course of archeological surveying, mitigation, or monitoring; (2) cultural resource treatment projects; and (3)
agreement documents involving cultural and natural resources that the Monument might enter into with the
Tohonro (’odham Nation.

Comment:
The NPS has not conducted enough government-to-government consultations with the Tohono and Hia-Ced O’odham
aver the course of researching and writing the general management plan.

Response:

The inclusion of O’cdham members on future planning teams for specific issues, as requested by the Tohono
(¥’ odham Nation, can be discussed as part of the Memorandum of Agreement being sought with the Tohano
Q’odham Nation. The incorporation of “an O’odham perspective in the [monument’s] management strategy”
can also be a topic of discussion for this agreement, especially for cultural resources management.

Comment:
We object to any proposed land exchange between the O’odham and the NPS.

Response:
The NPS has specified that it will not pursue a land exchange unless all parties involved are in agreement. See
the Boundary Adjustments section in the Supplement, page S-64.
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COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENT

The following index lists the letters, petitions and meetings containing comments on the Supplement. Copies of the

comment letters are printed in Appendix C.

Public Agency and Tribal Government Comment Letters

NPS guidelines require the NPS to print afl public agency and tribal goverrment letters.

a copy of the following letters.

Arizona Department of Transportation, Highways Division

Arizona Game and Fish Department, Regional Habitat Program

Tohono O’ odham Nation, Gu-Vo District and Hia-Ced O’ odham Program
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Papago Agency

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District Office

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

University Comment Letters
Copies of the following letters are contained in Appendix C.

University of Arizona, College of Arts and Sciences,

Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology, Malusa, Jim
University of Arizona, College of Arts and Sciences,

Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology, Rosen, Phillip

Special Interest Groups Comment Letters
Copies of the following letters are contained in Appendix C.

Defenders of Wildlife, Wildiife Counsel
Economic and Environment Association
Traditional O’odham Leaders of the Traditional O’ odham in Mexico

Individual and Business Comment Letters
Copies of the following letters are contained in Appendix C.

Bellingham, John and Betty

Cole, Douglas

David, Gabrielle

Fahn, Jack D. and Betty H.

The Guest House Inn, and Mine Managers Inn Bed and Breakfast
Panther, Jeff

Rogers, Roc

Petition Letters and Public Meetings

Please see Appendix C for

The NPS received and considered copies of one petition with hundreds of signatures. The key subject matter s
defined, and the group listed who submitted the petitions to the National Park Service. One public meeting was held

and is lisied below. Commenis from this meeting were also considered.
PS-1, submitted by Economic and Environment Association

Public Meeting, March, 1996, Ajo, Arizona
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE SUPPLEMENT BY TOPIC

Comments and associated responses on the Supplement are summarized and organized into the following categories.
Each substantive comment appeass in only one of the following categories.

Planning Process and NEFA Analysis: Comments that pertain to the programmatic nature of NPS general man-
agement planning, the corresponding level of analysis required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), or are general in nature.

State Route 85: Comments that pertain to resources, owneiship, and other concerns in the State Route 85 corri-
dor. Comments regarding impacts of the Highway on threatened and endangered species occurring in this area
are contained under the following Endangered Species Act category.

Endangered Species Act: Comments regarding threatened and endangered species and the Endangered Species
Act, including Section 7 Consuliation and the preparation of biological assessments. To aid the reader, the com-
ments are presented by the following sub-topics: general topics, Sonoran pronghorn, lesser long-nosed bat, cac-
tus ferruginous pygmy-owl, Mexican rosy boa, and Quitobaquito desert pupfish, Because of the connection of
some of these species to use areas as well as the NEPA process and analysis, it is also suggested that the reader
review those other topics.

Air and Water Resources: Comments regarding the protection of air and water resources.

Vegetation, Scil and Habitar Resources: Comments regarding potential affects on vegetation, soil, and habitat
resources

Cultural Resources: Comments regarding the protection of and potential effects on cultural resources.

O’odham Consultations: Comments regarding consultations between the NPS and Tohono O"odham and
Hia-Ced O’ odham.

Wisitor Use Numbers: Comments regarding carrying capacity and visitation levels.

Alamo Canyon Campground: Commenits regarding further development and use of the Alamo Canyon Camp-
ground. Comments regarding the threatened and endangered species cccurring in this area are contained under
the Endangered Species Act category.

Quitobaquite Springs: Comments regarding the development and use of the Quitobaquito Springs area.
Comments regarding the threatened and endangered species occurring in this area are contained under the
Endangered Species Act category.

Lukeville Area: Comments regarding the impact of proposed actions on the Lukeville arca.

Trails: Comments pertaining to trail development and management.

Redesignation: Comments regarding the proposal to redesignation the monument as a National Park.

Planning Process and NEPA Analysis
Comment Letters: Environmental Protection Agency; Defenders of Wildlife; Petition; Public Meeting

Comment:
It is not easy to understand the plan — only a lawyer can understand its implications. Please write in everyday
English.

Response:

The New Propoged Action Alternative, which will become the final general management plan when the Record
of Decision is signed by the NPS, is presented at the beginning of this document and has been re~-written in an
attempt to clarify its intent.
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Comment:
The Supplement stated there were only 55 comments on the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS what about all the petitions?

Response:

This information has been corrected. Please see the preceding Changes 1o the Supplement in the Errata section,
and both the Comments on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and Comments on the Supplement sections which contain
an index of the letters, petitions, and public meetings.

Comment:
Did any of the comments say they want a new plan? Why not leave it wilderness if people don’t want the plan?
Who proposed and will approve the new plan?

Response:

The NPS is required by law to have a general management plan in place to guide comprehensive management
of the monument over the next 10-15 years. The previous “master plan” was outdated and did not meet the
requirements of a general management plan or address the current needs and issues facing the monument. After
this final general management plan has been sent out to those on the mailing list, the NPS will wait a minimum
of 30 days before signing a Record of Decision. Signing this document will allow the NPS to begin its imple-
mentation of the approved general managernent plan. Since most of the proposed actions are dependent on
some type of additional funding, it is difficult to predict how long and when the monument will be able to
implement these actions.

Comment:
Why not turn the monument into a wildlife refuge to save money and costs?

Response:
This was an alternative idea that was considered but rejected. Please see Alternatives Considered but Rejected
in the Supplement.

Comment:
‘What is the NPS doing towards implementation of the Biosphere Reserve program?

Response:

This final document will serve as a general management plan in compliance with NPS policies, as well as a
Man and the Biosphere plan as part of the Biosphere Reserve program. The general management plan proposes
several actions designed to improve communications between the monument and its neighbors, and to protect
the larger Sonoran Desert environment.

Corument:

How do we know what changes are made to the plan as it moves up the NPS chain of command? Do we have a
chance to have input? Can you assure me there will be not changes to the plan between now and when you finish?
What happens when the NPS makes a decision, can they do what they want?

Response:

After the final document has been sent to the agencies and individuals on the mailing list, the NPS must wait a
minimum of 30 days prior to sigining a Recard of Becigion and implementing the actions proposed in the generat
management plan. During this 30-day no action period, individuals can review the final document and comment
to the agency. The NPS manages lands within the bounds of the Organic Act and other laws, executive orders,
and management policies of this agency. Many of the proposed actions are general in nature and wili require
additional impact assessment and public input in compliance with NEPA and other laws,

Comment:
How does the plan affect Mexico?

Response:

The relationship between the United States and Mexico has changed during the general management planning
process, as has the relationship between the monuiment and nearby communities. In the final general management
plan, the NPS proposes to continue to work toward being a cooperaiive neighbor and calls for several actions to
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promote and ultimately, protect significant natural, cultural, and historic resources throughout the Sonoran desert
region in the United States, the Tohono O"odham Nation and Mexico.

The impact of the alternatives on Mexico has been considered and is presented in the Environmental Conse-
quences sections of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement. The impact analyses were based on best
available information and were conducted pursuant to NEPA guidelines. Overall, increased visitation to the
monument and surrounding area would be economically beneficial to surrcunding communities in both countries.
However, the rural character of these communities could be adversely impacted by the addition of new develop-
ment and services, Cumulative effects of the general management plan when added to other regionat activities
would be moderate given NAFTA, and continuing increases in development and tourism-related industries in
Puerto Penasco, Mexcio, Why, and the border patrol station in Lukeville.

Comment:

Prior to future planning stages, more information should be included in the final environmental impact statement,
such as wilderness and trail management, specific mitigation measures, and guidelines and procedures regarding ero-
sion control, drinking and ground water, threatened and endangered species, and land use inside and outside the mon-
ument.

Response:

Appendix T of the Supplement outlines mitigation measures that would be used before any specific action is
implemented. The programmatic nature of many actions proposed in general management plans makes it difficult
to guantify their environmental impact; consequently, more detailed site-specific planning and analysis would be
required before implementing some actions contained in this document. These may include preparing project-
specific environmental assessments, obtaining additional clearances and permits from regulatory agencies, or
developing further mitigation strategies.

In addition, the NPS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a biological assess-
ment that analyzes the potential effects of the proposed action on federally listed, proposed and candidate
species. See the attached biological assessment and formal opinion issued by the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and page 8-17 for a summarization of the Natural and Cultvral Resources Management Plan, which
addresses threatened and endangered species recovery plans.

Comment:

The final environmental impact statement should include a schedule for the proposed wilderness management plan
and state that it will be released as a subsequent NEPA document. Also, the final environmental impact statement
should discuss the mandatory criteria and guidelines for management of the wilderness areas, the current system of
wilderness management at the monument, and identify the specific wilderness management zones.

Response:

A discussion of the schedule can be found in the Supplemsent under Ptan Implementation and Costs, page $-65.
As stated, implementation of the general management plan will primarily be determined by funding. In accor-
dance with laws and policies, the proposed wilderness management plan will be subject to additional NEPA
compliance. Discussion of current wilderness management can be found in the Affected Environment section
of the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS, resource protection strategies can be found in the swmmary of the Natural and
Culiural Resources Management Plan in the Supplement, while the current zoning system can be found in the
Existing Conditions Alternative section of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS. In addition, impacts on wilderness are
discussed for each alternative.

Comment:

The cumulative impacts analysis is cursory for the proposed action. The final environmental impact statement should
identify spafially or temporally related projects and should address cumulative and indirect impacts, inctuding all
potential impacts that may be out of the control of the NPS. For each potentially affected species, the NPS should
analyze not only the threats posed by visitation and other activities at the monument, but also the threats posed by
other, range-wide factors occurring beyond monument boundaries. The NPS needs to study the relative importance
of the Alamo Campground location to the endangered species, any cumulative adverse impact to the riparian and
aquatic species found at and around Quitobaquito springs (such as the endangered pupfish), and a cumulative discus-
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. sion with respect to other endangered and declining species such as the Sonoran pronghorn, cactus ferruginous
pygmy-owl, lesser long-nosed bat, Mexican rosy boa, and Sonoran desert tortoise.

Response:

The cumuiative impact analysis contained in the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Suppiement was conducted pur-
suant to NEPA guidelines and includes consideration of all past, current and future known activities and the
incremental addition of the actions contained in the general management plan. [n the proposed action and in its
biclogical assessment, NPS considered individual actions in the context of the larger range-wide issues for pro-
tected species and their habitat. Given the best available information and in consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS has proposed actions and mitigation measures to minimize any adverse cumutative effects
on protected species. The NPS is awaiting a formal opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has
inchuded it with the biological assessment in Appendix A. Please also see page 5-17 for a summarization of the
Nasural and Cultural Resources Management Plan, which addresses threatened and endangered species recovery
plans.

Comment:

We believe the NPS should address here and now the environmental impacts of this general management plan, which
is going to facilitate an increase in visitation to the monument and an increase in traffic on Route 85, In order for the
plan to be adequate, the NPS should address these issues, analyze the many relevant impacts, and propose a reason-
able range of alternatives for the public.

Response:
The NPS is not specifically proposing to increase visitation, but recognizes that visitation will increase over
time. The general management plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, identify issues,
and establish courses of action, including arcas of further study, necessary to address these issues, The range of
alternatives provides an opportunity to assess various options for meeting management ohjectives from a pro-
grammatic viewpoint. These alternatives are driven by NPS analysis of best available information, and where
. data is lacking, NPS acknowledges that it will obtain further studies prior to actual implementation. The devel-
opment concept plans contained in the general management plan are just that—conceptual ideas for ways to
| implement NPS management objectives. The general management plan also recognizes that there are issves that
; must be addressed prior to actual implementation of any of these concepts. For this reason, the NPS has com-
‘ . mitted o collecting and considering all relative data when and if implementation plans for the campground,
| Quitobaguito, Twin Peaks, etc. proceed. NPS has also committed to conduct further environmental compliance
| for these areas as required by federal law; therefore, an environmental assessment would be prepared and would
be available for public review prior to implementation of development decisions.

Comment:

The NPS must not postpone general management-level planning and analysis for the Highway for reasons of political
expediency. It is not sufficient to say decisions would be delayed until the NPS has worked with other entities with
their own missions and agendas especially since the plan envisions increased visitation to the monument, now and in
| the future, causing increased traffic along State Route 85 into the monument, along with a foreseeable increase in

‘ unrelated commercial traffic along State Route 85, passing to and from Mexico, through the monument.

Response:

The NPS has determined the proposed action to be the best course toward finding a truly effective solution to

| road-related issues. The proposed action states that the NPS would work and develop an agreement with
Arizona Department of Transportation to gather data that would help the NPS determine what solutions are truly
effective and what potential solutions would harm species more than protect them. Based on results of the studies,
the NPS would work with ADOT to apply conservation measures to protect resources along the road corridor
within the monument (see page S-21 of the Supplement). Based on available information, the biological
assessment (see Appendix A) describes some prudent and reasonable measures for protecting species, including
a driver education program. The biological assessment also shows that the current lack of data on what the true
impacts of the road and traffic are on wildlife species and habitat, especially the Sonoran pronghorn, is the main
deterrent in proposing more specific and effective solutions to these issues. Therefore, the NPS proposes to

. acquire this data.
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Comment:

The plan does not analyze, quantify, or describe what impacts to wilderness values would occur from the noise and
visnal intrugions resulting from the anticipated increase in non-monumental traffic which the plan states would con-
tinue to be adverse, long-term and significant. In fact, there is no definition of “wilderness values.”

Response.

The wilderness impact analysis contained in the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement was conducted pui-
suant to NEPA and includes consideration of all past, current and future known activities and the incremental
addition of the actions contained in the general management plan. See page 64 in the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS
for a definition of wildemess values. In addition, please refer to the impacts on wilderness sections for each
alternafive.

Comment:

The plan needs to address the persistent problems of exotic species introduction (for both flora and fauna), military
overflights, and pesticide-herbicide drift into the monument from adjacent or nearby agricultural areas. The NPS
should provide data and analysis of the current condition, with respect to these three issues, and the future foresee-
able condifion and alternatives 1o address them.

Response.

Please sce the section on vegetation management, pages S-15 and S-16 of the Supplement and page 78 of the
Draft GMP/TXCP/EIS for a discussion.on exotic vegetation. See also page 5-19 for a discussion on integrated
pest management. Sce also page 5-15 of the Supplement; the Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan
addresses impacts from activities and land use ouiside the monument boundary which includes the issue of
pesticide and herbicide drift. Please see page S-19 of the Supplernent for discussion on aircraft overflight
management.

State Route 85

Comment Letters:  Defenders of Wildlife; Game and Fish Department, State of Arizona; Arizona Department
of Transportation; J. and B. Fahn; petition letter, #P-1 {copies forwarded by A E. Gay).
comments from public meeting (PM)

Comment:

(Note: Most of the comments regarding Stdte Route 85 in some way revolved about the confusion on what specific
authority the NPS and the State of Arizona have on the road. Some of the specific comments are summarized here.
While some of these comments are conflicting in natiure — some wanting the NPS fo increase speed limits, some wanifi-
ng them decreased, and others saying NPS has no authority — our response attempts to fully explain what the NPS
believes 1o be true regarding ownerships and authorities. Also, many comments referred to the road as “Highway 857.
So as not to confuse discussions of this road with another Highway 85 in the State, the NPS continues to refer fo the
road as State Roure 85.) ‘

Who owns the road and can enforce laws or make changes on it such as widening, or adjusting the speed limit? The
public needs to understand how the NPS interacts with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and other
agencies, with respect to State Route 85. The authority, or lack thereof, of the NPS to compel certain kinds of
changes on or along this road must be explained to the public. What can the NPS do to stop widening of the road?

Is there anything that can be said about granting the state the ability to widen the road more than the easement width?
If the NPS is planning to charge an entry permit fee and restrict the speed limit, people will need to travel an extra
100 miles in Mexico to reach Rocky Point. Why not increase the speed limit to 65 mph? Conversely, there is no
basis for the NPS decision to drop its original proposal to lower the speed limit nor its proposal to re-route the high-
way and/or discourage commercial traffic, given what the NPS presently knows about impacts to wildlife as a result
of State Route 85.

Response:
Since there are no straightforward responses to these comments, the NPS discussed the legal status of SR 85
with its lawyers (solicitors), Based on these discussions and available information, the NPS believes the follow-
ing to be true:
* State Route 85 was constructed by the Federal Public Roads Administration with federal funds, sometime
after December 19, 1941.
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+ the monument was established before the road was constructed

+ the 1941 Cooperative Agreement called for the State of Arizona and Pima County to take over maintenance
of the highway after two years fime

« a legal interest was never deeded to the State of Arizona or Pima County

Through the 1941 cooperative agreement, the State and the County assumed responsibility for maintaining the
federally constructed road through the national monument, but the agreement does not give the State or the
County an ownership interest in the road. Purthermore, based on a review of available historic maps and docu-
ments, the NPS believes that neither the State nor the County has a right-of-way for State Route 85 through the
ronument by virtue of a written instrument or under Revised Statue 2477, Therefore, the NPS believes that it
may impose reasonable resource protection and public safety regulations on the road’s use, including if necessary,
establishment of speed limits, installation of speed bumps near developed areas, and designation of vehicle [oad,
weight, or size limits. The NPS also believes that the State may not widen the road without Department of the
Interior approval. Nevertheless, the NPS would like to continue to work with the State and the County to find
mutually acceptable solutions to road safety issues and the road-related impacts as described in the proposed
action and summarized in this document.

Comment:
How does the McLane-Ocampo Treaty affect the future of the road?

Response:
According to the Dictionary of American History, revised edition, volume IV, this treaty was ratified by Mexico,
but not by the United States. Therefore, the treaty has no bearing on the use or management of State Route 85.

Comment:

What procedures has the NPS explored in an effort to reduce the impacts on monument resources? No alternative
presents and analyzes a direct, immediate remedy to the ecological devastation the road is causing within the monu-
ment, Because of damage from the road contemporaneous with the increase in human visitation to the monument
and in traffic along the highway, a more concrete discussion of potential solutions and a proposed course of action to
the problem is needed.

Response:

The proposed action states that NPS would work and develop an agreement with ADOT to apply conservation
measures to protect resources along the road corridor within the monument (see page S-21 of the Supplement).
In addition, the proposal seeks to gather data that would help the NPS determine what solutions are truly effec-
tive and what potential solutions would harm species more than protect them. Based on available information,
the biological assessment {see Appendix A) describes some prudent and reasonable measures for protecting
species, including a driver education program. The biological assessment also shows that the current lack of
data on what the true impacts of the road and traffic are on wildlife species and habitat, especially the Sonoran
pronghorn, is the main deterrent in proposing more specific solutions to these issues.

Comment:

New pullouts are proposed in all alternatives, This is not a reasonable range of alternatives under NEPA. There also
is no impact analysis or discussion of the consequent loss of habitat concerning these pullouts; the natural and wild-
life resources present at those four locations is nowhere described. NEPA requires that the public be given site~
specific analyses to comment upon,

Response:

Pursuant to NEPA a range of alternative actions was considered, and no pullouts are proposed in the Existing
Conditions/No Action alternative. As described in the alternatives, the only place for visitors and people driving
through the morument to pull over amd stop is along the road shoulder; a situation that is both dangerous to
humans and harmful to resources. Therefors, the NPS looked at alternatives of adding four, or five pull-outs in
currently disturbed areas and assessed the impacts of these areas.

The size of the impacted areas has been factored into the analysis of impacts on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and
threatened and endangered species and the location of the pullouts is shown on the corresponding alternative
maps. For a general idea of the development concept of the larger pullouts — labeled as information portals —
refer to the Lukeville DCP map in the Supplement; the smaller pullouts are about half of this size. Consistent
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with NPS policies, additional envivonmental analysis would be prepared when the proposed actions begin to be .
implemented, which is when the more specific design drawings for each of these areas would be developed.

Commeni:

There is no quantification of current traffic levels, projected future levels, average speeds, or the most important envi-
ronmental element of all: the number of road-related deaths of sensitive and/or locally declining species, per year, or
per relevant season, within the monument, as a result of State Route 85. Without such data, there can be no rational
basis for the NPS’ decision regarding this read.

Response:

Please see the biological assessment prepared by the NPS, and the formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service in Appendix A, Information of road-related deaths is described in the Affected Environment
section of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the biological assessment.

Comment:
State of Arizona, Game and Fish Department is interested in participating in the proposed multi-agency work groups,
such as those described for State Route 85 corridor planning efforts, and for the preparation of a wildemess manage-
ment plan,

Response:
We have added the Game and Fish Department to the other agencies listed for these multi-agency efforts in the
final general management plan.

Comment:

Arizona Department of Transportation wants to know NPS funding, timing, and details of all proposals related to
State Route 85. Specifically, to what extent is motorist education being planned and implemented? What is the
schedule for constructing underpasses on the highway? When will the monument change the wire on the right of
way fence?

Response:

At this time, the NPS does not have funding, timing, or other details of the proposals. After a Record of
Decision is signed, the NPS would work to develop the agreement with ADOT and begin to discuss these issues
at that time.

Endangered Species Act
Corornent Letters:  Arizona Game and Fish Department; Environmental Protection Agency; Defenders of Wildlife;

Public Meeting

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment:
What, if any, NEPA and Endangered Species Act section 7(a)(2) compliance has been performed by the U.S. govern-
ment with respect 1o the “perpetual easement”™ {0 Arizona’s highway agency?

Response:

The responsibilities of the State of Arizona and Pima County to maintain the highway wete established under a
Cooperative Agreement reached in 1941, some time before enactment of either of these laws in 1969 and 1971,
respectively. See the comments and responses in the State Route 85 category for additional information on the
rights and responsibilities of the federal, state, and county governments in regards to the highway.

Comment:

Is visitation implicated in the decline of the Sonoran mud tartle, and has it impacted the desert tortoise, cactus ferrug- .
inous pygmy owl, Quitobaquito snail, Underwood’s mastiff bat populations, and migrating neotropical birds like the

endangered Southwestern willow flycatcher at Quitobaquito? If visitation is imptlicated in the decline of any of these

species, the plan should provide a more cornprehensive anatysis of likely impacts te these species, and because
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Quitobaquito Springs could be a potential water source for the Sonoran pronghorn, potential impacts to the prong-
horn also should be addressed. The NPS should use every opportunity it can to recover listed species, include the
results of Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and assure the public
it will implement activities outlined in any recovery plans under the lead of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Response:

The Sonoran mud turtle population appears to have stabilized or is increasing. There is no indication that current
levels of visitation are impacting the local desert tortoise population. The monument is currently contracting a
study of desert tortoise, including establishment of long-term monitoring plots. Preliminary results {1995) indi-
cate tortoise distribution and abundance at the monument are not remarkable (neither high nor low). The cactus
ferruginous pygmy owl, Quitobaguito snail, and Underwood’s mastiff bat are being studied (or surveyed for) at
Quitobaquito. The effects of current levels of visitation are unknown. The pygmy-ow! has only been recorded at
Quitobaquito one time (park files); it has not been detected there in recent surveys (1994-1996). Dr. Robert
Herschler is studying the Quitobaquito snail, and has raised no concerns regarding its current population status.
Dr. Yar Petryszyn is studying Underwood’s mastiff bat at Quitobaquito; at this time no site in the U.S. has yielded
as many captures of this species as Quitobaquito. Because it uses the pond at night, Interactions with visitors are
essentially nonexistent. Effects of visitor use on the Southwestern willow flycatcher are not apparent and the
species has never been recorded at Quitobaquito, although suitable stopover habitat exists. If the pond is allowed
to fill in and become more marshy (to the detriment of the pupfish), a small patch of suvitable nesting habitat may
develop. Other neotropical migratory birds use Quitobaquito during migration. At this time, data is not available
on Sonoran pronghom use of the spring. However, if the pronghorm does utilize the spring it is most likely to occur
at dawn, dusk or night, times when visitor use is very low to non-existent. Also, the pronghorn would approach
from the more open west side which would not be affected by actions in the general management plan. However,
before implementing the proposed actions for Quitobaquite, further environmental analysis will be conducted,
including site specific design together with additional visitor use and wildlife surveys. [f it is determined at that
time that the implementation of the plan will have adverse impacts on this area, mitigation action would be taken.

Under current conditions, the heaith and vitality of these species at Quitobaquito are of concern, which is why
the general management plan addresses these issues in a development concept plan to — explore options for
nieeting NPS management objectives of protecting sensitive resources and providing appropriate opportunitics
for visitor education and enjoyment. The general management plan is followed by various implementation
plans, such as a Natural and Cultural Resource Management Plan, and further site specific planning and compli-
ance. NPS proposals for the area must be conducted in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
prior to implementation, all federal laws protecting these species must be adhered to.

The NPS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a biological assessment that
further analyzes the potential effects of the general management plan on federally listed species. Please see the
attached biological assessment and formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and page S-17
for a summarization of the Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan, which addresses threatened and
endangered species recovery plans, Before implementing actions at Quitobaquito, further environmental analysis
will be conducted in consultation with the FWS, including site specific design, visitor use and wildlife surveys.
If it is determined at that time that the implementation of the plan for the Quitobaguito area will have adverse
impacts, appropriate mitigation actions would be taken.

Comment:
Who would train animals to go under bridges if they were built?

Response:

Wildlife underpasses have been shown to be effective at facilitating safe passage of cervids under highways,
when designed and constructed with adequate openness. Constructing road underpasses for wildlife is just one
strategy that has been explored for reducing the barrier that State Route 85 presents to wildlife. The NPS has
consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on this and varicus other sirategies. Please see the biclogical
assessment prepared by the NPS and recommendations issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
Appendix A.
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QUITOBAQUITO DESERT PUPFISH

Comment:

The plan contains no method of prevenung exotic fish introductions at Quitobaquito, and no analysis of the increased
risk of such introductions, due to increases in human visitation 1o the monument. The plan only mentions one insiance
of predatory exotic fish being placed into Quitobaguito springs, but there have been others.

Response:

Introductions of exotics cannot be completely prevented, except perhaps with 24-hour surveillance. However,
the monument conducts regular (once per six weeks) trapping sessions to sample for non-native fish, in addition
to weekly visual inspections. The Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan includes modification and
expansion of the current monitoring program for the desert pupfish. Management objectives, based on existing
legislation and the recent recovery plan for the desert pupfish, will be identified and the information acquired
will guide protection and management actions affecting the species. In addition the Natural and Cultural
Resources Management Plan calls for an integrated management plan for the Quitobaquito resource area. This
plan would help to provide in-depth information status of resources at Quitobaquito including any introductions
of non-native fish.

The additicnal information on exotic fish introductions have been added to page 73 of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS
as noted in the Errata section of this final environmental impact statement.

Comment:

Was an alternative considered to decrease the level of human visitation at Quitobaquito Springs, in order to decrease
impacts on the pupfish’s critical habitat and other resources? The more visitors there are to Quitobaquito, the more

chances that exotic fish will be released into the springs, jeopardizing the pupfish. The plan contains no method for

dealing with this problem, other than recommending additional “monitoring.”

Response:

At this time, there is insufficient data as to whether visitation helps protect the pupfish, and if not, how many
visitors is too many. One commentor {sece Rosen letter), feels that the area and its resources would be better
protected by increased use. Three of the alternatives including the proposed action call for a new, clearly
marked trail system and increased public education to help limit potential user impacts on the area’s resources.
The New Ideas Alternative in the Supplement, page 39, proposed instituting mandatory permits or tours to man-
age and limit the numbers of visitors using this area. The New Proposed Action altermnative defers the use of
these types of conirols and proposes to prepare a study to assess the human carrying capacity of this area, and
assess alterpative use strategies at that time.

SONORAN PRONGHORN

Comment:

No new alternative is proposed to specifically deal with the problem of State Route 85, as it relates to pronghorn
recovery. The Supplement reveals that the NPS is not proposing in of the alternatives to re-route traffic, establish a
toll road, construct a fes-collection station at the entrance, or reduce the speed limit along State Route 85 by 10 mph.
The recovery of the Sonoran pronghorn pursuant te section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act reguires the NPS
to propose some kind of solution to the problem of the road within the boundaries of the monument. The plan cannot
ignore or postpene the consideration of the immediate needs of the Sonoran pronghorn.

Response:

The NPS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a biological assessment that
further analyzes the potential effects of the proposed actions on federally listed and proposed species. The NPS
examined eleven methods to decrease wildlife-vehicle accidents and facilitate safe passage across highways and
listed proposals to help reduce the impact of State Route 83 on pronghorn. Please see the biclogical assessment
and formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Appendix A of this document, and page S-17
in the Supplement for a summarization of the Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan, which addresses
threatened and endangered species recovery plans.
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Caormmeent.

Will increased visitation impact the species? The problem under NEPA and the Endangered Species Act, is that the
agency 1s postponing its study of the State Route 85 problem while presently moving forward with plans to accom-
modate increased visitation — visitation that will utilize that highway as well as habitat areas on the western side
of the monument where pronghorn occur. In addition, no analysis is provided of potential impacts from increased
human visitation, in the form of recreational use of certain trails, roads, and campgrounds, 1o Sonoran pronghorn
recovery.

Response:

The NPS is not specifically proposing to increase visitation, but recognizes that visitation will increase over
time. The general management plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, identify issues,
and establish courses of action, including areas of further study, necessary to address these issues. Threatened
and endangered species recovery is part of the monument’s Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan as
summarized in the Supplement. The biological assessment includes a discussion of the NPS commitment to
developing and implementing a monitoring program for the pronghorn. As stated in the biological assessment,
the NPS would monitor visitor use and restrict access where necessary to reduce potential for adverse impacts
on pronghorn resulting from increased visitor use in front-and back country areas of the monument.

Comment:

Long-tirme Ajo residents reporfed seeing more Sonoran pronghorn near Ajo and south in the Valley of the Ajo, in past
years. The 1994 Pronghorn Recovery Plan states that observations of pronghorns were supposedly not uscommon
along State Route 85. This Recovery Plan states that, in order for this species to recover, it will have t© re-occupy
more of its historic rapge and/or increase its utilization of its current range. One of the main recommendations of

the plan is modification of highways so that pronghorn may gain access across them; State Route 85 seems to be
preventing the endangered Sonoran pronghorn from utilizing available habitat on the eastern half of the monument,
fragmenting the Sonoran desert ecosystem info disjunct western and eastern hemispheres. The plan also recommends
that federal agencies minimize human disturbance, including disturbance from recreational usage.

Response:

Threatened and endangered species recovery is part of the monument’s Natural and Cultural Management Plan
as summarized in the Supplement. The biological assessment in Appendix A, includes a discussion of the NPS
commitment to develop and implement a monitoring program for the pronghorn. The NPS examined eleven
methods to decrease wildlife-vehicle accidents and facilitate safe passage across highways and listed proposals
to help reduce the impact of State Route 85 on pronghorn. As stated in the biological assessment, the NPS
would monitor the impacts of visitor use and resirict access where necessary to reduce potential adverse impacts
on pronghorn resulting from increased visitor use.

LESSER LONG-NOSED BAT

Comment:
What lesser long-nosed bat experts and bat biclogists have been consulted and what have they said about the Alamo
campground expansion?

Response:

Together with experts on staff, we have consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the lesser long-
nosed bat. The NPS has entered into formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and bas pre-
pared a biclogical assessment which analyzes the potential effects of the proposed action on federally listed and
proposed species, including the bat. See the attached assessment and subsequent formal opinion issned by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service contained in Appendix A.

Commeni:

How important is this adit and the foraging area that surrounds it to the survival and recovery of the bat, range-wide?
The Supplement also should provide any available data or analysis regarding the frequency or intensity of previous
disturbances to the adit and the impacts those previous disturbances have had upon the bats therein. Is this adit a
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source of dispersing bats for other areas? The campground location is impaortant and studies need to be conducted
before human visitation can be increased.

Response:

The adit and the surrounding foraging area are very important, on both counts. This is still the largest known
maternity colony of the lesser long-nosed bat in the U.S., although one of almost ten times this size is known in
the Pinacate Preserve in Sonora, Mexico. Under contract with the U.S. Air Force, Dr, Virginia Dalton and Dave
Dalton determined that the Copper Mountain bats forage widely, but probably stay within about 20 miles of
Copper Mountain. We suspect these Leptonycteris move east in late summer/early fall to feed on agaves blooming
at higher elevations, e.g. in Cochise County, AZ.

The Copper Mountain bat roost/adit, which is visible from the Alamo road and campground, is inspected inside
and out by park staff, approximately once every two weeks through the bat season (April-September). In the
past five years, monument staff have suspected only three or four unauthorized entries, and disturbance of the
resident bats was detected only once in 1995, when barn owls were found nesting in the adit and preying heavily
on the bats. After consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Arizona Game and Fish Department,
the owls were removed. It was the presence of barn owls, not trespassing humans, which initiated the investigation
of grating as a protection measure.

Comment:

What impacts might there be from additional human beings visiting the adit even if they are prevented from physical-
ly entering the adit? What if hikers shout into the adit, to get an echo? What if they bring a radio to the site? What if
they throw rocks or trash such as cigarettes through the grates? Can the NPS assure these bats will remain unmolested?

Response:
I humans do not enter the adit, we foresee no significant impacts. Currently, barbed-wire fence and warning
signs are used 1o exclude humans. The evidence is that these are almost totally effective.

The maternity chambers are about 300 feet inside the adit, with bends in the approach. Sound does not pene-
trate the adit far. Bven low-flying aireraft and sonic booms were found nof to disturb the bats in the roost
{Dalton 1994, report to U.S. Air Force). Rocks or trash have also not been found to have an effect on bats. This
may be because of the angle, since someone couldn t thtow anything further than 4Q or 50 feet into the adit, and
that littering is a fingable offense within all units of the National Park. To date, no flammable material has been
present in adit openings; grano concentrations begin about 250 feet inside.

Since the mine adit is closed to all visitor use, the area around the mine adit is closed to overnight use, and current
human visitation is not impacting the bats, the NPS finds no reason to further restrict visitor use in this area.

Comment:

What impacts might there be from additional human beings camping within the nighttime foraging range of the bats?
Will vegetation the bats depend upon be degraded by the visitors? What vegetation is likely to be impacted by the
increased human presence, and to what extent do the bats utilize that vegetation?

Response:

The NPS believes there would be no discernable impacts from a maximum increase of 16 additional people
camping in the area (each of the four sites allows a maximum number of four people per site). Monument
Resources Management staff frequently hear Leptonycteris foraging at adjacent cacti while they are carrying out
a variety of nocturnal summer projects (Tibbitts, Conner, Pate personal communication). Leptonycteris are also
often observed drinking at tinajas while two to four humans sit quietly several yards away. If humans wish to
maliciously harass bats as they forage, this could be probably be accomplished, although would be a finable
offense. However, the addition of four campsites is not seen to increase this risk.

The only impact to the vegetation bats depend on would be if any columnar cacti are removed, or prevented from
growing in the future, in the footprint of the four additional campsites. The NPS does not locate campsites near

columnar cacti since they present a safety hazard if they fall on a tent. The total footprint of the campsites would
amount to approximately (.1 acre out of perhaps over 500,000 acres being used by the Copper Mountain colony.
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Comrmernt:

Will campfires or visitor noise cause the bats to avoid essential areas they need? Will there be an increased risk of
fire, litter, air pollution, noise pollution, or resulting predators in the campground that could impact the bat or its foad
source? Is there a perceptible difference in the likely impacts to the bat, depending on the number of human visitors
in the campgronnd?

Response:

We see no mechanism by which human use at the campground would affect bats or their predators (barn owls)
two miles away at Copper Mountain. We have no indication that fires (permitted only in existing grates) at
Alamo Campground would exclude bats from essential areas. An increased risk of fire is not expected. Open
fires are not permitted, are easily detected and in the past, have not been a visitor use problem.

We believe there would be a very minor and insignificant increase in air pollution, noise, or possible litter, since
the number of sites would only increase from 4 to 8. To date, Alamo Campground has attracted visitors seeking
a pristine, quiet, and primitive experience, and the NPS believes this would continue as the expansion is relatively
small.

Comment:
Is there any available data on human disturbance impacts 1o other lesser long-nosed bat colonies in the Southwest, or
bat colonies in general?

Response:

‘We have proceeded under the assumption that human disturbance at Copper Mountain would be detrimental and
all evidence indicates that current measures, in combination with the dangerous leok of the adits, are effective at
precluding human trespassing. and therefore, disturbance. We have collected some information from other areas
in this regard, and have used this together with other available data and professional experience to assess the
impacts of the proposed actions. We are aware that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is recommending that the
U.S. Forest Service not route a section of the Arizona Trail near a xoost cave. However, we have not reviewed
all the data and thinking behind that particular issue.

Comment.
‘We support having bat grates at the mine adit to protect the matemity colony of the endangered lesser long-nosed bat.

Response:

There is a professional difference of opinion on the use of bats grates as a protective measure, While originally,
the NPS believed that installation of the grates would protect the species, it has since Iearned that these grates
may actually have an adverse affect on bats. The biological assessment (Appendix A) does not recommend bat
grates, however, the NPS will follow the recommendations from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on this matter,
which is presented in their formal opinion also presented in Appendix A.

CACTUS FERRUGINOUS PYGMY-OWL

Comment:
What cactus ferruginous pygmy owl experts, or other owl experts have been consulted and what have they said about
the Alamo campground expansion?

Response:

Together with experts on staff, we have consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the pygmy-owl.
The NPS has entered into formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a bio-
logical assessment which analyzes the potential effects of the preposed action on federally listed and proposed
species. See the attached assessment and subsequent formal opinion issued by FWS contained in Appendix A.
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Comment:

The NPS states that the last known occurrence of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl was in 1993. We request that this
information be updated to include two observations from 1995 and three observations from 1996, as identified by
monument staff.

Response:
Please see the biological assessment in Appendix A which contains the most current pygmy-owl information,
and the subsequent formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Comment:

What surveys have been conducted by the NPS to locate this owl near the campground. How important is the area
around Alamo Canyon campground for its survival and recovery? The plan should provide analytical support for the
assertion that the proposed campground expansion s not expected to have an adverse effect on the Cactus ferragi-
nous pygmy-owl or its critical habitat.

Response:

The momument’s survey data have not been compiled into a draft report at this time. Since November 1994, Alamo
Canyon campground and road have been surveyed approximately eight times; one probable pygmy-owl and one
possible pygmy-owl were detected. A park visitor also reported hearing one pygmy-owl along Alamo Road.

The NPS believes the campground area is fairly important to this species since it is one of the few locations in
Arizona where the bird has been seen repeatedly in the past 20 years. Since the expansion would remove up to .1
acre of Sonoran desertscrub vegetation — the ow!’s habitat — from within the boundaries of proposed critical
habitat, the NPS has entered into formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The NPS has pre-
pared a biological assessment which analyzes the potential effects of the proposed actions on federally listed and
proposed species. Please see the biological assessment, which contains the updated pygmy owl information, and
the subsequent formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service contained in Appendix A.

Comment:
Will the presence of additional visitors during the night or during the day, harm the owl? Are there pygmy-owl studies,
conducted elsewhere in the Southwest, that might shed light on the issue of human disturbance?

Response:

The NPS does not believe the presence of visitors will harm the owl. The pygmy-owl is so rare, there have not
been enough to constitute an adequate study poputation. However, there are anecdotal suggestions that pygmy-
owls tolerate human presence fairly well. Many records ace from low-density residential areas, from the 1880s in
Phoenix, to 1996 in the residential loop in the monument. The overall pygmy-owl literature (summarized in the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [993 listing proposal) often describes the pygmy-owl as bold around people.

Commeni:

The NPS should provide a comparative analysis enabling the reader to compare the impacts of night time closure (per
the New Ideas Alternative} versus the impacts of allowing or expanding overnight use (per the New Proposed Action
Alternative). Since the proposed campground expansion could result in the presence of twice as many campers at
dawn and dusk, the NPS should do a more thorough analysis of the potential adverse impacts to nighttime species
such as the endangered bat and owl.

Response:
The Summary Comparisorn of Alternatives and Summary Comparison of Consequences tables on page s-vi through
page s-xxxiv in the Supplement present a comparative analysis of the alternatives and environmental consequences.

The NPS has entered into formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a biologi-
cal assessment which analyzes the potential effects of the proposed action on federally listed and proposed species.
See the assessment and the formal opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Appendix A.




Comments and Responses on the Supplement

. Comment:

Are there other areas of the monument where the Alamo Canyon campground or trail could be re-located without
such a severe potential impact on an endangered species?

Response:

There are no other areas of the monument where the Alamo Canyon campground or trail could be relocated. A
majority of the land base is congressionally designated Wilderness, where this type of campground is inappropriate.
Where possible, NPS policies direct new developments to currently disturbed areas in order to avoid disturbing
new land and potentially increasing affects on threatened and endangered species.

MEXICAN ROSY BOA

Comment:

The NPS should propoese a solution to the impacts from State Route 83 in order to protect and recover the rosy boa.

The final environmental impact statement shonld discuss arrangements that NPS has made with the Arizona Depart-
ment of Transportation (ADOT) regarding the possibility of modifying the highway or implementing a driver educa-
tion effort, particularly in the area of the Mexican rosy boa habitat, in order to reduce the rate of mortality caused by
the reptile crossing the road.

Response:

The Supplement states that NPS would work with ADOT 1o apply conservation measures to protect resources
along the road corrider within the monument (see page S-21 of the Supplement). The biological assessment
also lists prudent and reasonable measures for protecting species including a driver education program. See the
biclogical assessment in Appendix A.

Comment:
‘ The plan needs to provide an adequate impact analysis of potential impacts to the Mexican rosy boa from increased
visitation to the monument as well as increased use of roads and highways, including Highway 85.

Response:

The general management plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, identify issues, and
establish courses of action, including areas of further study, necessary to address these issues. The range of
alternatives provide an opportunity to assess various options for meeting management objectives from a pro-
grammatic viewpoint. Pursuant to NEPA, these alternatives are driven by NPS analysis of best available infor-
mation, and where data is lacking, the NPS acknowledges that it will obtain further studies prior to actual
implementation.

Increasing traffic appears to have negative effects on the rosy boa. Mortality rates for snakes along State Route
85 is severe in the monument with a minimal estimate of 500 various species of snakes killed per year. During
a four year study from 1987 to 1992, the Mexican rosy boa was not found on the State Route 85 study transect.
Based on the results of this study, it appears that the rosy boa has been extirpated from some parts of the monu-
ment along State Route 85.

Conunent:
Where does the rosy boa occur in the monument? Are visitors frequenting or impacting other locations cccupied by
the rosy boa? Will those areas receive management attention? Are any of the proposed pullouts in rosy boa habitat?

Response:

The rosy boa could be encountered in any rockpile habitat, and adjacent gently sloping bajadas, in the monu-
ment. Because they are numerons, it can be assumed that there are visitors in  these areas. By inclusion in the
monument these areas receive management attention. None of the proposed pullouts are proposed in prime rosy
boa habitat, although there is no guarantee that the species will not be present since this species could be almost

. anywhere in the monument,
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ACUNA CACTUS

Comment:

The plan needs to provide an adequate impact analysis of potential impacts to the Acuna cactus. Is the NPS monitoring
human visitation to cactus locations?

Response:

The NPS has not directly monijtored human visitation in cactus locations. However, the monument probably has
some data on the number of vehicles using the North Puerto Blanco Drive, which would be an indicator. The
population of the Acuna cactus is the subject of an exhaustive demographics study, which annually records Joca-
tions and identifies the number of plants that have disappeared. Some of these are suspected to have been
poached. At least one pullout has been closed, because it was within the Acuna cactus population.

Air and Water Resources

Comment Letters: Environmental Protection Agency; Defenders of Wildlife; Gu-Vo District and Hia-Ced
O’odham Program

Comments:

We recommend that the NPS provide greater detail on the impacts to the monument resulting from agricultural draw-
downs in the Rio Sonoyta watershed and take affirmative action to resolve the severe problem of aquifer depletion
below Quitobaquito springs, by communicating with the government of Mexico on the issue of groundwater pumping
in the Sonoyta Valley and participating in the NATIP A or BECC environmental processes. Please discuss possible
agreements and actions that can be taken to reduce these impacts to water systems inside and outside the monument.

The water resources inventory should be included in the final environmental impact statement or subsequeat NEPA
document.

Response:

The monument staff has been working and will continue working with resource personnel in Mexico to address
water and land use issues in the Sonoyta Valley. Please see pages S-16 and S-17 of the Supplement summarize
the water resources section of the Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan. In addition, please refer to

the Impacts on Floodplains, Wetlands, and Water Resources sections in both the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the
Supplement.

Comment:

The NPS should develop and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan containing Best Management
Practices prior to commencing any construction.

Response:

Appendix I of the Supplement outlines mitigation measures that would be used before any specific action is
implemented.

Comment:

We recommend that the NPS elaborate on the water conservation program and the groundwater studies being per-
formed at the monument now. The water conservation program should be outlined and a commitment 1o implement
it should be stated in the final environmental impact statement. We urge the Park Service to provide the public with
the data supporting its conclusion that there would only be a slight to moderate increase in water consumption over
existing levels following implementation of conservation measures, as well ag a detailed agenda of the water conser-
vation measures it intends to develop and implement. In the plan, the NPS should clarify consideration of indirect
and cumulative water use in the Sonoran Desert, including areas in the immediate vicinity of the montument such as
Ajo, Why, Lukeville, and Sonoyta, Mexico. With NAFTA and the increase in facilities at the monument {and with
the monument changing from a monument to a national park with more prestige), cumulative water use in the monu-
ment and in areas around it is sure 1o increase, and should be quantified.

Response:

The general management plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, to identify issues, and
to establish courses of action, including areas of further study, necessary 1o address these issues. During the
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general maanagement planning process, a number of issues were 1dentified which will require further analysis
and planning — which is precisely the purpose of a programmatic planning process. The general management
plan is conceptual in nature — it attempts to address known issues given NPS management objectives, but also
identifies other issnes which will reguire more detailed study should implementation plans proceed.

The NPS has committed to developing a water conservation program as stated in the Supplement page S-17
and 5-80. The NPS will utilize existing expertise by working with consultants from the NPS Water Resources
Division and outside specialists, such as the Phoenix and Tucson City Water Conservation Departments, to
implement a program to suit the monument’s specific needs.

As referenced in the Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan summarized in the Supplement, both
internal and external impacts on water resources in the monument are enirently being studied and would continue.
Groundwater resources, surface water, land use, trends in water use, land subsidence, and charactenstics of regional
aquifer and the Rio Sonoyta watershed would be studied. Study plots would be established to help evaluate the
effects of water drawdown from agricuitural uses.

Comment:

What is the monument doing to address and prevent air pollution from Mexico? What is the Aircraft monitoring and
management program? Also, the International Water Assessment proposed in the Supplement should include other
agencies such as IBWC and Mexican counterparts.

Response:

The park would continue to work with resource managers from Mexico, To protect air resources in the park, the
NPS would recommend to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality that the park be reclassified from a
class IT designation to a class 1 airshed as identified in the Clean Air Act of 1977, Having a class I designation
would offer the highest level of protection for the monument’s air guality related values such as visibility.
Programs would be developed to monitor ambient air guality and visibility in the monument. Please see page
5-17 and $-18 of the Supplement.

The Aircraft monitoring and management program involves monitoring overflights, assessing the impacts of
overflights on monument resources and the visitor experience, and working with the military to reduce these
impacts, See page S-19.

We agree that the International Water Assessment proposed in the Supplement should include other agencies
such as IBWC and Mexican counterparts.

Soils, Vegetation, and Habitat Resources
Comment letters:  Defenders of Wildlife

Comment:

The plan needs to clarify how many acres of Sonoran Desert babitat will be lost or otherwise disturbed by the pro-
posed action. Was a thorough analysis, including indirect and cumulative analyses, of this habitat loss conducted
under the alternatives presented in the plan and supplement? It is also unclear whether revegetated areas, or areas
restored to natural conditions, truly can compensate for the habitat values of the land that will be lost. Will any par-
ticular species end up losing habitat, on a net basis, that they prefer?

Respornse:

Please see the discussions of vegetation and seil impacts for each alternative as well as the Sursmary Comparison
af Censeguences table in the Supplement (page s-xv). Impacts on habitat are also discussed under the Fpacts on
Floodplains, Wetlands, and Water Resources, Impacts on Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species, and
Impacts on Wildiife sections for each alternative. The proposed development disturbance and revegetation efforts
would result in a net increase in Sonoran Desert habitat. Proposed developrnent disturbance would be located
within areas of existing development or previous disturbance and would involve relatively small tracis of land sur-
rounded by larger areas of undisturbed habitat. Revegetation efforts would be directed toward recreating like habi-
tat that had been disturbed, consequently there would not be a significant Joss of habitat.
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Comment:
The plan should analyze in more detail and on a site-specific basis, potential increases in surface erosion resulting
from the increased human visitation to the monumernt,

Response:
These impacts were assessed pursuant o NEPA. Please see pages 67, 69, 113-115 of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS
and pages S-87 throngh S$-89 and Appendix I of the Supplement for a discussion on soils and soil erosion.

Tohono O’odham and Hia-Ced O’odham Consultations and Relationships

Comment Letters:  The Traditional O’ odham Leaders of the Traditional O odham in Mexico; Gu-Va Diistret
and Hia-Ced O’odham Program; Bureau of Indian Affairs, Papago Agency; Environmental
Protection Agency

Cotmment:

The Gu-Vo District of the Tohono O’odham Nation requests more time to review the final draft before it is submitted
for final approval and that a cooperative arrangement be established between the Gu-Vo District and Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument.

Response:

Upon its comapletion, the final environmental impact staterment will be distributed 1o the Gu-Vo District, the public
and the other agencies invoived. There is a 30 day no-action period following its release. As noted on page S-5

of the Supplement, the Record of Decision, which constitutes the final approval needed to implement the general
management plan, will not be signed for at least 30 days following the notice in the Federal Register announcing
the availability of the final document. The NPS will continue to consider any concerns expressed during this time.

The NPS is interested in continuing to improve relations with the Tohono O’odham Nation, including its most
immediate neighbors the Gu Vo District and the Hia-Ced O’odham. Several comments expressed confusion at
understanding what the NPS was actually proposing to do. Therefore in this document, the proposed action has
been rewritten and is presented at the beginning of this document.

As described in the general management plan, the NPS seeks to establish a government-to-government agreement
with the Tohono (’odham Nation. The NPS would hope that the Gu Vo District would be involved in the devel-
opment of the agreement since the NPS hopes to establish and improve communications.

Comnent:

Can the Tohono Q’odham and Hia-Ced Q’odham be assured of free, uninhibited access to sacred sites to continue
traditional cultural and religious practices? Will NPS policies affect use and protection of cultural landscapes or
O’ odham Holy Land?

Response:

The NPS assures the Tohono O’odham and the Hia-Ced O’odham that our long-standing policy will continue of
free, uninhibited access for the O’odham to their sacred sites and other traditional-use areas within the monu-
ment. This policy #s supported and encouraged by several federal laws and executive orders, such as Executive
Order 13007 of May 24, 1996, protecting accommodation to sacred sites (see Appendix D); the Presidential
Memorandum of April 29, 1994, requiring government-to-government consultation (see Appendix D); and the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Lay 89-665), as amended, in 1992 (Public Law 102-575)
providing for Native American consultation and confidentiality of cultural information.

Comment:

The O’odham of Mexico state that the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument is part of their aboriginal lands. The
Gu-Vo District and Hia-Ced O’odham ask the NPS to re-consider establishment of an O’odham community in the
Quitobaquito area.

Response:
As stated on page S-12 of the Supplement, responsibility for the management of all lands contained within Organ
Pipe Cactus National Monument is an inherent federal responsibility authorized by President Franklin D.
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‘ Roosevelt on April 13, 1937 (Presidential Proclamation 2232), which cannot be delegated to the Tohono O’ odham
Nation or any other (O’ odham unless directed otherwise by the President or Congress of the United States. As
stated on page 5-13 of the Supplement, the NPS believes that establishment of a community at Quitobaquito
would be in violation of the Endangered Species Act and Wilderness Act, and therefore is not proposing this idea.
However, the NPS is working to increase the involvement of the (’odham in this important, sacred area.

Comment:
We recommend implementation of the April 29, 1994 memorandum of President William J. Clinton, Government-to-
government Relations With Native American Tribal Governments.

Response:

As menfioned above in another response, the NPS is required to and will continue to implement this memorandum
and all executive orders of the President of the United States and laws of the Congress of the United States. A
copy of this memorandum is included in Appendix C.

Comment:
How will the NPS comply with Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)?

Response:

The NPS is the lead federal agency in developing regulations for implementing NAGPRA of 1990 (Public Law
101-601). The Final Regulatory Rule on implementation was published in the Federal Register on December 4,
1995, As required, Organ Pipe Cactns National Monument has inventoried its holdings, which are curated at the
Western Archeological and Conservation Center of the NPS in Tucson, Arizona. Two items have been deter-
mined subject to this law and the relevant regional Native American tribes have been notified. Further consulta-~
tion with them is expected as the process of repatriation continues.

Cominent:!
. How will the NPS handle management of indigenous knowledge, including its collection, NPS use of, and dissemi-
nation to others?

Response:

The NPS appreciates indigenous knowledge and how it can be applied to natural and cultural resources manage-
ment and interpreted to visitors, when appropriate. We realize that the relevant indigenous peoples strictly control
such cultural knowledge and will determine when it is appropriate to disseminate it to non-native Americans as
part of its governmental functions. For protection of this information, federal Jaws provide for withholding from
the public cultural resource site locations. Most recently, Section 304 of 1992 amendments (Public Law 102-575)
provides for restricting information about site locations and associated cultural information about archeological,
ethnographic, and historic sites. The NPS recognized that the relevant tribal governments, in a government-to-
government relationship, should have access to all public information relating tot he environmental planning, in
the case of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. The NPS, consistent with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and other laws, regulation, and policies, will continue to inform and consult
with the Tohono ©’odham Nation during discussions of cultural, archeological, and other resource issues; when
administering archeological surveys, mitigation, or monitoring; and when a discovery situation occurs. As pro-
posed in the Supplement, the acquisition, application, and sharing of indigenous knowiedge as well as the sharing
of environmental, planning, and scientific resovrce management information can be discussed as part of the
government-to-government agreement being sought between the NPS and the Tohono O’ odham Nation.

Comment.
Consultations should be available based on traditional practices and according to the O’odham time table, not institu-
tionalized in an agreement.

Response:

The NPS appreciates cultural differences and does its best to honor them whenever possible in consulting
. with Native Americans, The institutionalization of agreements is handled according to local wishes on a case-

by-case basis.
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Comment: .
The Gu-Vo District of the Tohono OQ’odham Nation requests more information and full participation in the Ecological
Monitoring Program.

Response:

Copies of recent reports on the Ecological Monitoring Program have been sent as requested. Levels of partici-
pation and involvement in this program are subject to discussion and could be included in the government-to-
government agreement clarifying future Tohone O’odham and Hia-Ced Q’odham involvement in various pro-
grams in the monument.

Comment:

Tohono O*odham should be hired to participate at all levels of the monument’s program and should be on-site at all
public facility locations. The interpretation of Tohono O’odham history, culture, and language should be controlled
and conducted by the Q’cdham. Trail signs and other informational documents should be written by O’ odham, first
in the O’odham language, followed by Spanish and English.

Response:

As mentioned in a previous response, the NPS has a continuing, inherent federal responsibility to manage the
lands of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument under federal laws, regulations, and policies. The monument
will continue to attempt to recruit O’odham employees. In addition, the government-to-government agreement
called for in the proposed action will attempt to increase O’odham involvement in interpretation and other park
programs. The NPS believes O’ odham concerns, comments, and values need to be taken into consideration in
future interpretation and resource management plans in the momunent.

Cultural Resource Preservation

Comment Letters: The Traditional O'odham Leaders of the Traditional O’ odham in Mexico; Gu-Vo District
Chairperson and Supervisor Hia-Ced G’ odham Program; Superintendent, Papago Agency,
Bureau of Indian Affairs; Environmental Protection Agency

Comment:

The Traditional O’ odham in Mexico want the right to manage their cultural resources and indigenous knowledge relat-
ing to the monument, to identify sacred sites and traditional use areas, and to determine policies for protection and vis-
itor avoidance. Mitigation is not sufficient to the management of significant cultural, sacred and religious sites.

Response:

As mentioned in a previous response, the NPS has a continuing, inherent federal responsibility to manage the
lands of Organ Pipe Cactus NM under the federal laws, regulations, and policies of the United States. The mon-
urnent has willingly shared and exchanged inforration about management of sacred sties and tradition use areas
with the Oodham. It will continue to do so as part of its good-neighbor policy with Mexico and its government-
to-government relationship with the Tohono O’odham Nation and as part of its obligations.

Comment:

The Tohono O’odham Nation requests the NPS conduct anthropological research to establish the affiliation of the
Tohono O’ odham and Hia~-Ced O’ odham to the monument.

Response:

The monument’s Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan calls for the continuing study of ethno-
graphic and ethnohistorical data on the indigenous peoples who once inhabited and frequented what is now
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. If desired, the Tohono O’odham Nation could include coverage of
these topics in future discussions on the agreement tetween the NPS and the Tohono O’ odham Nation.

Comment:
The NFPS should ensure that the Tribal governments have access to all public information relating to the environmental
planning of the monument. The Tohono O’odham and Hia-Ced O’odham should always be informed and consulted
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during discussions of cultural and archaeological resources issues, when administering archeological surveys, mitiga-
tion, or monitoring, and when a discovery situation occurs, not just “when appropriate” as the document states.

Response:

The NPS will continue to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
and other Jaws, regulations, and policies. The NPS will continue to consult regularly, both formally and informally
in the monument and on the reservation.

Comment.
NPS should notify Tribal governments of proposed trail alignments and developments well in advance of construction
so that Tribes have ample opportunity to notify the NPS of the suitability of the alignment.

Response:

The NPS will continue fo comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
and other laws, regulations, and policies regarding consultation with the Toheno (odham Nation. Suitability of
proposed trail alignments and developments will continue to be part of ongoing consultations.

Visitor Use Numbers
Conyment Jetters:  Defenders of Wildlife, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Comment:
The plan does not adequately present and analyze current visitation data for the monument, and for particular loca-
tions therein, nor does it project future visitation data and analyze the environmental impacts thereof.

Response:

Piease refer (o page 90 and Appendix F of the Draft GMP/DCP/ELS for recent visitor numbers. Also refer (o
Impacts on Visitor Use and Experience sections of the Draft GME/DCP/EIS and the Supplement. The biological
assessment in Appendix A of this document also contains some visitation data. Further visitation data for particular
locations throughout the park do not exist.

Comment.
The final environmental impact staterment should contain a detailed discussion of what the numbers mean that are
presented in the carrying capacity table located in the Appendix to the Supplement.

Response:

Existing use capacities in Appendix H of the Supplement restate the monument’s closures and public use limits
as contained in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). At this time, these numbers represent the human carrying
capacities for the monument. The Appendix contains a list of closed areas in the non-wilderness, where public use
is not allowed due to safety or the need 1o protect resources. Under section 2.10 CER, limits on use of the non-
wilderness campgrounds are also described. For example, in the main campground, at most one recreational
vehicle or two automobiles are allowed, and for campsites, the maximum site occupancy is six people. These
numbers were set based on available information and professional experience.

Many of the numbers contained in this Appendix represent use limits on overnight use in the Organ Pipe Cactus
Wilderness. The wilderness was separated into different backcountry camping zones. The number of parties
allowed to spend the night (Jlisted under carrying capacity), and the greatest number of people allowed in each
party (listed under largest party size) are then described for each zone. Monument staff uses these numbers o
determine the maximum number of permits to be issued for every area since a permit is needed to camp over-
night in the wilderness. In addition to the numbers set, each party is allowed to stay: not more than 14 total
days in the wilderness, not more than twe consecutive nights at any one specific location, a minimum of ¥ mile
from any historic site or water source, and must carry out all trash and comply with sanitation regulations to
deal with human wastes. The numbers and regulations were set based on available information and professional
experience in order to protect resources and to comply with the Wilderness Act.

Based on NPS staff’s Knowledge of the area, day vse in the wildemess is generally low so day use levels have
not been established for these areas. However, gathering better estimates of actual day use levels and establishing
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some maximum limit on day use in some areas is proposed by this general management plan as part of a subse-
guent wilderness management plan which the NPS hopes to do in concert with the U.S. Fish and Wildtife
Service, the Burean of Land Management, and others.

Comment:

Baseline data comparing particular visitation levels to particular levels of environmental degradation should be
included in the Supplement so there can be a rational basis for making determinations of “no adverse effect” or “no
significant adverse effect” Prior to expanding visitation, as proposed ia this plan, the NPS should analyze ail the
likely impacts of its proposals and mitigate for significant impacts.

Response:

The NPS is not proposing to expand visitation in the general management plan, but does anticipate that visitation
will increase over time. The general management plan identifies all known issues and establishes what additional
work, studies, design plans, eic. are necessary prior 1o implementation of the final plan. 1t also establishes what
mitigation measures would be useful in reducing the level of impacts, During the design phase, as additional site-
specific data is collected and analyzed and alternatives are further explored, mitigation measures are further
refined to meet all applicable laws and requirements. The public will have an opportunity to comment on these
site-specific designs and mitigation measures since environmental assessments will be prepared in the future.

Alamo Canyon Campground
Comment Letters: Defenders of Wildlife

Comment:

The Supplement should have more basic, baseline information on current usage of Alamo Canyon Wash Campground
and identifiable visitor impacts on the lesser long-nosed bats there. The public should have an opportunity to cotm-
ment on the campground expansion, while it is considering the programmatic, big picture of management at the mon-
ument, with solid scientific data concerning the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl as well as the bat. The NPS should
conduct a monitoring program and collect data on the demographics, behavior, and habitat requirements of these
species now, prior to campground expansion, to enable the agency to gain a better understanding of the species’ toler-
ance of humarns and help determine the appropriateness of the Alamo campground expansion,

Response:

Please refer to page S-91, first paragraph for visitation at Alamo Canyon Wash Campground. The purpose of the
general management plan is to provide a general management direction and program. As such, it has identified a
number of issues that must receive attention over the near future and has established potential ways to address
these issues. The development concept plans (DCPs) contained in the general managerment plan are just that —
conceptual ideas for ways to implement NPS management objectives. The DCP aiso recognizes that there are
issues that must be addressed prior to actual implementation of any of these concepts. For this reason, the NPS has
committed to collecting and considering all relative data when and if implementation plans proceed for the camp-
ground, Quitobaquito, Twin Peaks, and other projects. The NPS has entered into formial consultation with the
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service and has prepared a biological assessiment which analyses the potential effects of the
proposed actions on federally listed and proposed species (see Appendix A). The NPS has also committed to con-
duct further environmental compliance for these areas as required by federal law; therefore, an environmental assess-
ment would be prepared and be available for public review prior to implementation of development decisions.

Comment:

Why is the NPS proposing four new campsites? Why not fourteen, forty, one, or none? The NPS should propose an
alternative that would remove the existing campsites and/or restrict existing activities and around the area.

Response:

Earlier in the planning process the NPS considered expanding the campground by 12 additional sites. After dis-
cussions with natural resource specialists, park managers, landscape architects, and other specialists, the NPS
determined this action would result in adverse impacts on the visitor experience and wilderness characteristics
of the area. Subsequently, the NPS analyzed three alternatives:
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. * no expansion and continued day use in the Existing Conditions/No Action Alternative
+ development of four additional sites, with a formal parking area to better manage day use in the Former
Preferred Future and New Proposed Action alternatives

» closure and elimination of the campground and restricted day use in the New Ideas Alternative.
Please refer to the aforementioned alternatives and the corresponding eavironmental analysis sections for the
reasons these alternatives were proposed. The NPS determined the mandatory establishment of proposed
restrictions for Alamo Canyon Campground in the New Ideas Alternative was unclear in the Supplement and,
subsequently, has clarified them in the Errata section.

Quitobaquito Springs
Comment Letters:  Defenders of Wildlife; Environmental Protection Agency; public meeting

Comment:

The plan did not do an adequate analysis of potential impacts on the Quitobaquito area. For example, what are current
levels of visitation and what are the impacts now occurring to wildlife species and other resources in that area, as a
result of current or increasing levels of visitation? What impacts have these visitors had on nonnative species, either
plant or animal? Will an overall increase in monument visitation translate into increased visitation to Quitobaquito?
The NPS should take action now, not at some point in the future, to determine appropriate user capacities for
Quitobaquito and restrict visitation there.

Response:
The health and vitality of species at Quitobaquito Springs is described in the Affected Environment and Existing
Condition/No Action Alternative sections of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS. Information on existing impacts on vege-
tation, wildlife, and water quality can be found in the Environmental Conseguences section of both the Draft
GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement. Visitors have probably caused or facilitated the spread of nonnative species,
. which is recognized as a serious and constant threat, and the monument currently performs weekly inspections of
Quitobaquito, including looking for nonnative species. Visitor use estimates are made for the visitor center and
for scenic and access routes within the monument, however, there is no documentation on the number of annual
vigitors to Quitobaqguito. Actions proposed at Quitobaquito are designed to accommodate increasing visitation
and protect resource values. NPS proposals for the area must be conducted in consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and prior to implementation, all federal laws protecting these species must be adhered to. A for-
mal opinien from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is attached with the biclogical assessment in Appendix A.

NPS has committed to fully assessing carrying capacity at Quitobaquito prior to implementation of design plans.
Dwring the general management planning process, a number of issues were identified at this area which will
require further analysis and planning — which is precisely the purpose of a programmatic planning process.
The development concept plan for this area is conceptual in nature — it attempts to address known issues given
NPS management objectives, but also identifies other issues which will require more detailed study should
implementation plans proceed. NPS will prepare an environmental assessment for public comment, which will
include further analysis of appropriate visitation levels, during the design phase.

Comment:

Will the expected increase in human visitation be offset by the new, marked trails at Quitobaquito? Was an alterna-
tive considered to decrease the level of human visitation at Quitobaquite Springs, in order to decrease impacts on the
pupfish’s critical habitat and other resources?

Response:
Please see the New Ideas Alternative in the Supplement, for a discussion on the mandatory permits or tours that
would be instituted to manage all visitors in this area. At this time, there is insufficient data as to whether visi-
tation helps protect the pupfish, and if not, how many visitors is too many. One commentor (see Rosen letter),
feels that the area and its resources would be better protected by increased use. The NPS would prepare a study
to assess the human carrying capacity of this area, and assess alternative use strategies at that time. The New
. Proposed Action Alternative, presented in the Supplement and summarized in this document, would result in a
reduction of unofficial social trails thereby resulting in a net decrease in trails in the area and throughout the
monument.
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Comment:
The Supplement notes that a pullout has been proposed on the Mexican side of the border, along Highway 2, with a

pedestrian crossing from the Mexican highway north into the springs area. The NPS should analyze the additional
potential adverse impacts of this potential new threat to the Quitobaquito Springs area.

Response:

The NPS does not propose a pullout and cressing on the Mexican side of the border; the Supplement reiterates
an idea presented during public review of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS. In response to this idea, the NPS would be
willing to enter into discussions to determine if this idea is feasible, but only if representatives from Mexico pur-
sue the idea (see page S-39 in the Supplement). At this time, Mexican representatives have not pursued this idea.
If discussed in the future, then feasibility of the idea, including required compliance regarding modification of
access to the site, would also occur at that later date.

Comment:
The NPS should more carefully analyze the impacts from having a maintained trail system in the Quitobaquito wet-

land area. Please address the level of direct or indirect impacts on wetlands and the impacts of monument and trail
developments on Quitobaquito.

Response:

As stated in the impacts section of the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS and the Supplement, a maintained trail system will
provide greater protection for the wetland. As stated in the Introduction to the Environmental Consequences
section, a more detailed site-specific planning and analysis would be required before implementing some actions
contained in this document. These may include preparing project-specific environmental assessments, obtaining
additicnal clearances and permits from regulatory agencies, or developing further mitigation strategies. Before
implementing the Quitobaquito actions, further environmental analysis will be conducted, including site specific
design, visitor use and wildlife surveys. If it is determined at that time that the implementation of the general man-
agement plan at the Quitobaquito area will have adverse impacts, appropriate mitigation actions would be taken.

Comment:
The NPS should ensure the Quitobaquito Springs area is wheelchair accessible.

Response:

The NPS intends to do this. Please see page S-39 in the Supplement for a description of the development concept
for this area, and page S-51 for the accompanying map.

Lukeville Area
Comment [ etters: Environmental Protection Agency

Comment:

The final environmental impact statement should discuss in greater detail the impacts of an increase in visitors and
changes in the monument on the Lukeville area, including population growth. The final environmental impact state-
ment should address if there is an adequate infrastructure in Lukeville to accommodate more people and if not, what
are some of the possible remedies that may be employed.

Response:

Please refer 1o page 5-93, in the fmpacts ro Sociceconomics section of the Supplement. The NPS is proposing to
look for a potential partner to build or acquire housing for seasonals. Other than that, no significant population
growth is expected to result from proposed NPS facilities in Lukeville. The NPS draws these conclusions based
on the remoteness of the community, along with the limited services available to support additional residents.
Lukeville currently has adequate sewer and water services. In addition, the monument has its own sewer system.
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Trails
Comment Letters: Defenders of Wildlife, Environmental Protection Agency

Comment;

There is an inadequate range of alternatives regarding trails on the monument. No alternative recommends reducing 1\

the number of trails, while all three alternatives propose a significant increase in new trails. There needs to be a |

detailed impact analysis regarding the impacts of these trails on wildlife. The final environmental impact statement |

should discuss direct and indirect impacts on areas where the NP knows there will be development and trail man- |

agement and the measures that will be employed to mitigate those impacts. :
|

Response:

Most of the proposed routes in the proposed action occur in heavily used areas where trails have been worn and
developed by use. Because most have been previously disturbed, NPS feels that formalizing these routes will
accommodate visitor desire for additional trails, while better managing this use, restoring unimpraved routes to
natugal conditions, and minimizing additional disturbance of wilderness lands. Cumulatively, there are Jess than
two miles of new routes in the proposed action.

Redesignation
Comment Letters:  Cole, D.; Bellingham, J. and B.; Petition Letter; Public Meeting

Comment:
Re-classifying the monument into Sonoran Desert National Park will be a waste of taxpayers money and will cost
more to manage in the long run.

Response:
It takes an Act of Congress to re-classify a National Monument into a National Park. Naiional Park status
would not guarantee any change -— increases or decreases — 10 curtent funding levels.

Comment.
Redesignating the area as a National Park will increase congestion and forever damage its pristine desert experience.

Response:

Redesignation of the National Monument into a National Park will not affect management and protection of the
Organ Pipe Cactus Wilderness which comprises 95% of the land base. The most pristine areas of the monument
will remain in Congressionally designated and protected wilderness areas. As for congestion, it is difficult w
predict the increase in visitation. Some units of the National Park System that recently were redesignated as a
National Park have experienced only temporary surges in visitation. Since this is a recent phenomenon, the NPS
is unable to determine if there will be any long-term affects on the number of visitors.

Comment:
Is there any additional authority with a National Park? Will it stay concurrent jurisdiction?

Response:
There is no difference between the authorities of Nationa} Parks, National Mopuments, and all other units of the
NPS. All units most comply with the same laws, regulations, and management policies.

Comment:

Does the proposed action contain visitor restrictions based on the carrying capacity of the Quitobaquito Springs area?
The plan should have additional alternatives cailing for different levels of restricted access to Quitobaguito, with dif-
ferential impact levels discussed.

Response:

The proposed action does not call for visitor restrictions via a permit system at Quitobaquito as the New Ideas
Alternative did. The monument currently has in place overnight use limits for backcountry areas, which would
continue. However, the proposed action does call for a carrying capacity type study that may lead to other user
limits in the area. When the study has been performed and completed, the public will again have an opportunity to
comment on specific information contained in the enviropmental assessment of any resulting site-specific proposals.
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Appendix A: Biological Assessment and Final Opinion

The following biclogical assessment was prepaved as part of formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding the potential affects of the proposed plan on endangered species in the monument, Also, the response of the Fish
and Wildlife Service is printed. Based on this opinion, the NPS has incorporated the measures proposed into the general
management plan.

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Effects of the Organ Pipe Cactos National Monumenti General Management Plan on Threatened and
Endangered Species

INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service (NPS) has recently prepared a Draft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plans/
Environmental Impact Statement (May, 1993), and a Supplement to the Draft General Management Plan/Development
Concept Plans/Environmental ¥mpact Statement (April 1996) for Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, Pima County,
Arizona. The purpose of a general management plan is to guide future management of a park or other NPS unit for the next
10-15 years. Actions proposed in the plan are general in nature and present a program for comprehensive management of
resources and visitor use.

The programmatic nature of many proposals contained in general management plans makes it difficult to quantify actions or
environmental impacts. Consequently, before implementing some actions, more detailed plans would be prepared, and the
specific consequences of the projects analyzed in compliance with the National Environiental Policy Act and other federal
laws and regulations. Additional planning and analysis may also determine the need for further Section 7 consultation for
some threatened and endangered species.

Some of the actions proposed in the General Management Plan (hereafter referred to as the GMP) include:

= working with the Arizona Department of Transportation to ensure continued travel and commerce while enhancing
resource protection along the State Route 85 corridor within the monument

» seeking redesignation of the monument to Sonoran Desert National Park

« establishing partnerships with federal agencies and private organizations to share facilities, staff, and costs in the Why
and Lukeville areas

* proposing an increase in desigpated wilderness and development of an interagency (National Park Service, Bureau of
Land Management, and Fish and Wildlife Service) regional wilderness and backcountry management plan to coordi-
nate and enhance protection of wilderness-related values

+ re-aligning the trail network in the Quitobaguito Springs area

* retaining existing development in the Twin Peaks area with some additions and change in the use of some buildings

* increasing the amwount of primitive campitig and designated trails in the monuntent

+ full implementation of the monument’s Natural and Cultural Resources Management Plan

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, prohibits federal agencies such as the NPS from implementing any
action that is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a federally protected (i.e., endangered, threatened) species.
Furthermore, the act requires that the NPS consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on any action it authorizes,
funds, or executes that could potentially affect a protected species or its designated critical habitat. To help meet its respon-
sibilities under the Act, this biological assessment evaluates the effects of the GMP on listed and proposed species known to
occur within the boundaries of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument.

Based on information received from the FWS’s Arizona FEeological Services State Office (FWS reference: AESO/SE 2-21-89-
1-078; dated March 29, 1995), and verified by the NPS, the following listed species, all endangered, are known to occur with-
in the monument and are addressed in this biojogical assessment: lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabue-
nae}, Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis), and desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularis). Also known to
oceur within the monament is the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Glaucidium brasilianuwm cactorum), which was recently
listed as endangered. Proposed critical habitat for this owl has been identified in the vicinity of Alamo Canyon.
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The NPS has determined that actions proposed in the GMP would have no effect on the American peregrine falcon { Faico
peregrinus anatum) or brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis}, both of which are endangered and known to ocour within the
monmument. The brown pelican is a very rare visitor with only four reported sightings, the last of which occurred in July
1972 at Quitobaquito Pond (Groschupf et al. 1988). The peregrine falcon is a rare transient with no confirmed breeding
accounts, although breeding habitat exists in remote backcountry areas of the monument. None of the actions proposed in
the GMP would result in long-term effects on habitat or prey for either species.

LESSER LONG-NOSED BAT

The lesser-long nosed bat is a seasonal resident in the monument, accurring between April and September. In 1989, the
largest known maternity colony in the U.S., consisting of approximately 20,000 bats, was discovered roosting in an aban-
doned mine adit (Copper Mountain Mine) near Alamo Canyon. Through coordination with the FWS, the NPS has instituted
an annual monitoring program to obtain data on the colony including its size, productivity, diet, and habitat requirements,

Proposed Actions That May Affect the Lesser Long-Nosed Bat

Three actions proposed in the GMP have the potential to increase visitor use in the Alamo Canyon area and counld possibly
lead vo human disturbance a1 the nearby maternity roost. These actions include:
* preparing a study to determine if campsites could be added, and if so, the appropriate number and location of sites
= establishing a formal day-use parking area
« formalizing an existing social {rail (an old road scar) into a designated trail

Vigitor surveys and demand for camping at the Alamo Canyon Wash campground show increasing interest in a primitive
camping experience, accessible by vehicle. During the heavy use period (late October through mid-April), this campground
is almost always full. The existing campground currently contains four campsites, a composting/vault toilet, and a large
parking area. Each campsite has a maximum user capacity of four persons per site, for a total campground capacity of 20
campers. Previously, the proposed action called for development of up to four campsites in this area in response to visitor
demand. Discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prompted the NPS to reconsider this proposal. Instead, the
NPS proposes to do further study before determining the appropriate number and location of added sites, if any.

Currently, a compacted area (roughly 3,500 square feet in size), encircled by large rocks, is located at the end of the access
road and serves as a day-use parking and vehicle turmn-around area. The GMP proposes to better delineate this parking area
while restricting ground disturbance to the roadbed. To further manage visitor use, the existing social trail that follows an old
road scar along the wash would be formalized into a designated hiking trail, about 2.25 miles in length. Because the parking
area and trail would be constructed on previously disturbed ground, there would be no additional vegetation removed.

Analysis

The highly gregarious roosting behavior of the Iesser long-nosed bat makes it vulnerable to catastrophic populaticn loss
caused by human disturbance (FWS 1993a). Such disturbance could have a potentially adverse affect on the species’ sur-
vival i it resulted in abandonment of a major roost or a decline in juvenile survivorship of recruitment. The proximity of
the maternity toost to Alamo Canyon campgroond, located 2.25 miles away, coupled with the fact that features such as mine
adits are attractive destinations for hikers, increases the potential for human disturbance at the roost site.

Previous indications are that little, if any visitation presently occurs at the maternity roost, particularly at the time of year
when bats are roosting. Moreover, the nondescript nature and hazardous appearance of the adit discourages all but the most
determined hikers from visiting the site. (The entrance to the adit is fenced with four-strand barbed wire and signed in both
Spanish and English as a dangerous site.} Although campground expansion and trail development are likely to lead to
increased visitation and prolonged visitor stays in Alamo Canyon, these actions are not expected to result in disturbance to
the nearby materunity cotony of lesser long-nosed bats.

As outlined in the draft recovery plan for the lesser long-nosed bat (FWS 1993a), recovery actions should stress protection
of known roosts, determination of foraging and mating behavior, population monitoring, and public education. The NPS is
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assisting in recovery efforts through ongoing monitoring of the maternity roost, protecting all potential roost sites and food
plants within the monument, and educating visitors about the ecological importance of bats,

Reagonable and Prudent Measures Proposed

To ensure that management actions such as campground expansion do not resuli in adverse effects on the lesser long-nosed
bat, the NPS would continue to menitor human disturbance at the roost. If monitoring reveals that human activity has
become a problem at the site, the NPS would reconsider the appropriateness of campground expansion as well as the need
for visitor use restrictions in the Alamo Canyon area.

Determination of Effect

Increased visitor use of the Alamo Canyon area resulting from the proposed feasibiltiy study for possible campground
expansion and trail development is expected to have no effect on the nearby maternity colony of lesser Jong-nosed bats

for the following reasons: (1) visitation to the monument and use of Alamo Canyon is refatively low during the time of
year that bats are roosting; and (2) the remote location and nondescript nature of the adit would discourage all but the most
determined hikers from visiting the roost. Moreover, continuation of the annual monitoring program would aid in recovery
efforts for this species.

SONORAN PRONGHORN

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument is within the historic range of the Sonoran pronghorn. Prior 1o a recent verified sight-
ing of two pronghorns just west of State Route 85 near the Alamo Canyon road in mid-August 1995 (Organ Pipe Cactus Natl.
Mon., unpublished data), the last verified observation of a pronghorn near this highway was a carcass found on Ajo Mountain
Drive in 1972. (There is an unconfirmed report of four Sonoran pronghorn crossing State Route 83 in August 1993, approxi-
mately 1.5 km north of the monument visitor center.} Although observations along State Rouke 85 have been limited in past
decades, pronghorns were supposedly not uncommon along the highway and throughout the Sonoyta Valley as recently as the
1960s (H. Coss, pers. comin. ). Long-time Ajo residents reported seeing more Sonoran pronghorn along the highway near
Ajo and south in the Valley of the Ajo in previous decades (FWS 1994).

Proposed Actions That May Affect the Sonoran Pronghorn

There are no actions proposed in the GMP that would directly affect the Sonoran pronghom. All proposed facilities would
be located within areas of existing development {e.g. Twin Peaks, Lukeville, and Quitobaquito Springs) and would invotve
relatively small tracts of land surrounded by larger areas of undisturbed habitat. Consequently, there would be no signifi-
cant loss of pronghom habitat, nor would new construction significantly modify pronghorn behavior or habitat use.

However, increased visitor use may lead to indirect effects on the Sonoran pronghorn. Increased use of some front- and
backcountry areas has the potential to adversely affect pronghorn if it canses an alteratipn in behavior and habitat use.
Increased visitation to the monument is also expected to result in increased traffic along State Route 85, adding to the bartier
effect that existing traffic patterns already present to pronghorn movements.

Approximately 22 miles of State Route 85 lie within the monument. The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
maintains the road and shoulders within the monument under an 1941 Cooperative Areement with the State and Pima
County that applies to an area extending 33 feet from each side of the yoad centerline. ADQT is also responsible for estab-
lishing the speed limit and performing road improvements along the highway. Under a separate agreement, the State of
Arizona Department of Public Safety and the NPS share responsibility for patrolling the road and enforcing the posted
speed limit of 35 mph within the monument.

The international port-of-eniry at Lukeville is open from €:00 a.m. until midnight each day. Average daily traffic on the
road fluctuates, but has generally increased in recent years. In 1992, ADOT reported average daily traffic counts of 940

vehicles on the section of State Route 85 within the monument; in 1993 average daily traffic along this same section of
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highway fell 1o 728 vehicles, and in 1994, rose to $64 vehicles, Less than 25% of this traffic is attributed 10 monument .
visiters (Organ Pipe Cactus Natl. Mon., unpublished data).

Reasons for the increase in traffic are due to increased tourism in the region, including the Puerto Pe§asco area in northern
Sonora, Mexico; the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA); and increased visitation to the monument. Actions
propaosed in the GMP that could further increase visitation and use of State Route 85 involve expanded visitor services and
recreational opportunities including an increase in the number of trails (approximately 9 additional miles) and primitive
caraping opportunities (4 sites at Alamo Canyon campground and approximately 20 walk-in sites in the Twin Peaks area),
as well as additional facilities offering interpretation and information to visitors particularly in the Why and Lukeville areas.
Redesignation of the monument to national park status is expected to cause a temporary surge in visitation. However, it is
unknown if the increase would be long-term.

Analysis

Observations of pronghorn movements suggest that traffic along State Route 85 acts as a barrier to pronghorn, resiricting
thelr movements 10 areas west of the highway. Not only is the highway a dsterrent to expanding pronghorn populations, but
the resulting modified behavior patterns may lead to a reduction in genetic exchange, reduced viabifity, and the ability to
adapt to environmental change. Mexico’s Highway 2, located a short distance from the monument’s southern boundary, as
well as Interstate-8 to the north, present simitar impediments to desert pronghorn (Ockenfels et al. 1996).

The NPS has examined the effectiveness of various mitigation strategies at reducing the barrier that State Route 83 currently
presents to pronghorn. Eleven methods traditionally used to decrease wildlife-vehicle accidents and facilitate safe passage
across highways were examined. These methods included driver education, speed and traffic volume reductions, vegetation
removal along road shoulders, construction of underpasses and overpasses, and the use of fencing, lighting, warning signs,
reflectors, and ultrasonic devices. Although past research has generally been limited to cervids, it is assumed that the
behavioral response to such measures is probably similar among all ungulates {I3. Reed, pers. comm.).

Several methods were dismissed from further consideration due to their impracticality {e.g., installation of ultrasonic
devices on vehicles), or because of their incompatibility with the monument’s wilderness valaes (e.g., highway lighting
would be a source of light pollution and degrade night sky visibility; overpasses would provide a visual intrusion that would
be conspicuons from many miles away [they would have to be at least 4.25 meters high to allow commercial trucks to pass
safely beneath]). Other measures were dropped from consideration due to public controversy and because they were
beyond the NPS’s control (e.g., speed limit reductions; reducing traffic volume by rerouting non-monument traffic outside
the park). Because fenced highways have been shown to fragment pronghorn habitat and isclate herds (Ockenfels et al,
19496}, this technigue was also dismissed from further study. Of the methods being considered for implementation (driver
education, construction of underpasses, vegetation removal along road shoulders, use of waming signs and reflectors), a dis-
cussion of the effectiveness of each technique is provided below. This analysis is based largely on a review of the literature
as well as discussions with biologists knowledgeable in the use of these techniques.

Driver Education

Del Frate and Spraker (1991) reported that a public awareness program on the Kenai Peninsula in Alaska increased motorists’
understanding of the potential hazards of encountering moose on Peninsula roads. However, it is uncertain whether this mea-
sure was directly responsible for a reduction in roadkills. Reed (1985) hypothesizes that even with intensive driver education,
the reduction of cervid-vehicle accidents under real conditions would be minimal since the demands of driving under night-
time conditions typicaily exceed the motorist’s visual alertness and physical capabilities.

Construction of Underpasses

Wildlife underpasses have been shown to be effective at facilitating safe passage of cervids across highways, when designed
and constructed with adequate openness. Reed (1985} referred to the primary stimulus of a given underpass to approaching
cervids as the “openness effect”, calculated as: beight x width (or open-end surface area)/length. The greater the “openness
effect”, the greater the potential for use of a particular underpass.
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Conversely, the confining characteristics of relatively long and narrow underpasses may prevent some animals from using
these structures. Although underpasses would be most effective along State Route 85 in areas of known wildlife use, such
as xeroriparian corridors, some pronghorn may have difficulty locating or simply refuse to enter underpasses. Moreover,
any gains experienced by ensvring safe passage across the highway could be offset by a potential increase in predator-related
mortality. Such structures could serve as a predator trap, allowing mountain lions and coyotes to sucessfully ambush prong-
horn at underpass openings.

Vegetation Removal along Road Shoulders

Since removing vegetation along the shoulders of State Route 85 would result in a slight widening of the road corridor, it
may also increase the barrier that the highway presents to pronghorn. Although limited research has been conducted on the
effects of vegetation removal at reducing cervid-vehicle accidents, Pojar (1971} reported that clearing roadside vegetation
did not significantly reduce the number of accidents despite increased motorist visibility and reduced cover for deer.

Use of Warning Signs

Of the five studies cited by Reed (19853), motorists’ responses to warning signs were insufficient 1o affect the frequency of
cervid-vehicle accidents along roadways. Although Mansfield and Miller (1975) reported that 76- by 76-cm symbol type
warning signs reduced deer-vehicle accidents in 11 of 19 study areas in California, only 2 of these areas revealed a signifi-
cant difference in accident numbers. Nor were lighted, animated deer crossing signs effective at significantly reducing deer-
vehicle accidents in Colorado (Pojar et al. 1975). Similarly, game crossing signs were shown to have little or no effect on
vehicle speeds in Sweden (Edholm and Kolsrud 1960, Aberg 1981) despite being noticed by 60 percent of passing motorists
(Johansson and Backlund 1970).

Use of Reflectars

Reed (1985) reports limited research on the effectiveness of wildlife reflectors at reducing cervid-vehicle accidents. Gordon
(1969) and Almkvist et al. (1980) indicated that stainless steel mirrors were ineffective at reducing accidents. Studies of
Swarefiex reflectors revealed conflicting results with some studies citing their effectiveness (Morris, pers. comm. [cited in
Reed 1985), Schafer and Penland 1983), while others note their ineffectiveness (Woodard et al. 1973, Ossinger and Schafer
1992} at reducing cetvid-vehicle accidents. Moreover, Zacks (1986) found that white-tailed deer (Qdocoilews virginianus)
did not evade or overtly respond to red light, the basic premise underlying the use of Swareflex reflectors.

Conclusion. Despite efforts to educate motorists, enforce the existing speed limit, and create underpasses to facilitate safe
passage across State Route 85, such measures may do little in alleviating the barrier that existing and futore traffic patterns
will present to Sonoran pronghorn, Pronghorn may still avoid the highway corzidor due to the visual and noise disturbance
associated with the heavy volume of traffic travelling at high speeds. Elevated heart rates have been correlated with audito-
ry or visual disturbance among pronghorn (Thompson et al. 1968, Cherkovich and Tatoyan 1973, Moen et al. 1978 [ciled in
FWS 1994]). Hughes and Smith (1990) reported flight distances of 400-500 meters in response to an approaching vehicle.
A continued increase in traffic levels along this highway due in part, {0 an anticipated increase in monument visitation, may
adversely affect the Sonoran pronghorn by continuing to restrict pronghorn movements, which could lead to a reduction in
genetic exchange and reduced viability, potentially eliminating populations from this portion of their range.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures Propesed

Most of the mitigation techniques studied to date have focused on reducing cervid-vehicle accidents, and not on alleviating
the barrier that roadways may present to wildlife, particularly ungulates. To better facilitate pronghorn movements across
highways and railroad rights-of-way, Ockentfels et al. (1996) recommend the following mitigation measures: (1) eliminate
fences from known movement corridors; (2) move fences farther away from rights-of-way; (3) construct expansive under-
passes or overpasses over rights-of-way; and (4) relocate rights-of-way out of pronghorn habitat. They also suggest that if
nene of these measures prove effective, translocating pronghorn may be the only solution to maintaining gene flow and sup-
plementing numbers in isolated herds.
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Because ADOT is responstble for all road improvements and maintenance along State Route 85, any mitigation practices .
undertaken within their perpetual easement (33 feet from either side of the road centerline) must be done with full approval

of that agency. Consequently, methods suggested in this document are those that the NPS would like to see implemented

along the road corridor, subject to the state’s approval. To help promote cooperative efforts, the NPS would pursue aa

agreement between the two agencies to (1) establish a vehicle for continued communication regarding road-related issues;

(2) construct underpasses at known movement corridors to facilitate safe passage of pronghormn across the highway; and (3)

establish a program to explore other measures to better nnderstand and subsequently reduce the impacts of State Route 85

on pronghorn. In the meantime, the NPS would continue working with the Arizona Department of Public Safety to enforce

the existing speed limit within the monument.

Of the mitigation techniques evaluated, construction of underpasses at known movement corridors along the highway shows
the greatest promise at reducing the barrier that State Route 85 presents to pronghorn. The NPS would work with the FWS,
including biologists from the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, as well as personnel from the Arizona Department of
Transportation, to determine the feasibility, best location(s), and eptimum design for underpasses. (One potential location
for an underpass is near miles 65-67, in an area dominated by chainfruit cholla [Opuntia fulgidal; habitat that appears to be
particularly important to pronghorn during periods of limited water availability (L. Thompson-Olais, pers. comm.]).

To help reduce the barrier that fences present to pronghorm, the top strand of barbed wire on the monument’s northern
boundary fence would be replaced with smooth wire (the bottom strand has already been replaced) to facilitate pronghorn
movements between the monument and Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge. Similar modifications would be made 1o
the monument’s southern boundary fence to encourage pronghorn movements between the monument and Mexico.

An effort also would be made to educate motorists about the plight of pronghorn using a variety of interpretive media.
Some of the techniques to be emtployed include the use of signs and wayside exhibits particularly at the north and south
entrances to the monument and along the highway corridor. It is hoped that these efforts would elicit lower speeds and
increased awareness among motorists. Although such actions may do little in alleviating the barrier that the roadway cur-
rently presents to pronghom, it may provide a greater benefit to monument fauna by reducing wildlife-vehicle accidents
along the road corridor.

Key components of the recently revised draft recovery plan for the Sonoran pronghorn include monitoring the present U.S.
peopulation, assisting with monitoring in Mexico, protecting and managing known habitat, and continuing research efforts

to provide a better understanding of the subspecies (FWS 1994). The NPS will assist in Sonoran pronghorn recovery by
continuing to serve as a member of the interagency Core Working Group. As called for in the monument’s Natral and
Cultural Resources Management Plan (NPS 1994), the NPS will implement activities outlined in the recovery plan, under
the lead of the FWS, including development of a monitoring program. Furthermore, to reduce the potential for adverse
impacts on pronghora resulting from increased visitor use in front- and backcounury areas of the monument, the NPS wonid
monitor visitor use and restrict access where necessary to minimize the potential for disturbance to pronghorn.

Determination of Effect

Since there would be no substantjve changes to traffic levels or patterns along State Route 85, existing and future road con-
ditions would continue to act as a barrier, restricting pronghom movements to areas west of the highway. Such actions may
adversely affect Sonoran pronghorn if it leads to a reduction in genetic exchange and reduced viability, potentially elimi-
nating populations from this portion of their range,

However, 10 help reduce the impact of State Route 85 on pronghorn, the NPS proposes fo:

* pursue an agreement between the NPS and ADOT to (1) establish a vehicle for continted communication regarding
road-related issues; (2) construct underpasses at known rmovement corridors to facilitate safe passage of pronghorn
across the highway; and (3) establish a program to explore other measures to better understand and subsequently
reduce the impacts of State Route 85 on pronghorn

* continue working with the Arizona Department of Public Safety to enforce the existing speed limit within the monument

= convert the top and bottom strands of the monument’s north and south boundary fences 1o smooth wire to encourage
pronghom movements between the monument and Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge to the north, and Mexico
to the south
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. * educate motorists about the plight of pronghorn using a variety of interpretive media in an effort to elicit lower speeds
and increased awareness of wilglife use of the highway corridor
* continue to serve as a member of the interagency Core Working Group for Sonoran pronghorn recovery and implement
activities outlined in the recovery plan, including development of a monitoring program
= monitor visitor use and restrict access where necessary to minimize the potential for disturbance to pronghorn

QUITOBAQUITO DESERT PUPFISH

The Quitobaquito desert pupfish, endemic to the spring outflows and pond at Quitobaquito, is the only fish known to occur
within the monument. Anthropogenic impacts (e.g., water pollution, introduction of non-native fish) and stochastic events
{e.g., environmental periurbations) pose a potential threat to the subspecies’ survival. Since 1975, a monitoring program has
been conducted annually to assess the population’s status. Population estimates have ranged from a high of 7,294 individuals
in 1975, to a low of 1,800 in 1981, with intervening years reporting a population size of 3,000-6,700 individuals. A census
conducted in 1993 reported 2,305 and 4,299 fish in the pond during the spring and falt censuses, respectively. More recently,
6,644 pupfish were reported during a 1995 census.

Observations made during the biannnal census indicate that the population is in geood condition with a healthy distribution
of age and size classes. No non-native fish were discovered in either the pond or channel. However, a 10-inch black bull-
head (Ictaluris melas) was canght and removed from the southwest spring during a census for the Sonoran mud turtle
(Kingsternon sonoriense) on August 1, 1993, (It is unknown whether this fish represents an isolated introduction or is part
of a larger population released into the Quitobaquito system.) Trapping for non-native fish is ongoing and continues at
approximately 10-week intervals.

requires a review and possible modification to ensure validity and usefulness of the data. The monument’s Natural and
Cultural Resources Management Plan (NPS 1994) recognizes this deficiency and calls for the implementation of an expanded
Quitobaquito desert pupfish moritoring program.

. Becanse population counts appear to typically underestimate the actual number of fish present, the monitoring protocol

Proposed Actions That May Affect the Quitobaquito Desert Pupfish

To enhance visitor experience and resource protection, the GMP proposes several actions that would alter visitor use pat-
terns in the Quitobaguito area. These actions focus on relocating visitor facilities and establishing day-use standards and
user capacities to be developed as part of an inter-agency wilderness management plan.

A new parking lot would be placed in a previously disturbed area at the current intersection of Puerto Blanco Drive and the
Quitcbaquito road (refer to the site plan on page S-49 of the GMP Supplement). An orientation sign, interpretive informa-
tion, a composting or vault toilet, and picnic tables shaded by a simple ramada, would be provided near the parking area.

(Moving the parking lot and other facilities 1s expected 10 decrease the incidence of vehicle break-ins and theft in the area.)

A well-defined trail network would be established along existing roads and disturbed areas. This relatively easy, approxi-
mately one-mile loop trail would be made accessible to visitors with disabilities. The new trall would begin at the proposed
parking area and trave] along what is now the road. Approximately 0.5-mile down the trail, a new trail segment would be
added that leads to the springs and on to the historic pond. A small portion of the trail network would be established near
the pond to offer views of the pond and good birding opportunities. From the pond, the trail would loop back along the former
parking lot and road, returning to the trailhead.

Once funding is secured, a multi-agency task force would be established to determine the exact location of proposed facilities

and trails, and to develop detailed design drawings for the site. At a minimum, the task force would include representatives

of the Tohono O’odham Nation, the FWS, the State Historic Preservation Office, and the NPS. Team members would repre-
. sent various disciplines including archeology, anthropology, landscape architecture, and wildlife biclogy.
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Analysis

Establishment of a well-designed and maintained trail system would have a long-term beneficial affect on the Quitobaquito
desert pupfish and its designated critical habitat. By encouraging visitors to remain on established trails, there would be a
reduction and possibly an elimination of vegetation trampling along the pond’s littoral zone. This highly productive zone,
dominated by stands of bulrush and submerged aquatic vegetation, is rich in invertebrates and provides protective cover,
along with important foraging, spawming, and resting areas for desert pupfish.

To further minimize the potential for impacts on the pupfish population or its critical habitat, visitor use would be closely
regulated through deveiopment of a visitor carrying capacity for the area. Although the pupfish population would remain
vulnerable to stochastic events, visitor use restrictions would help reduce the risk from anthropogenic impacts.

The NPS would continue to aid pupfish recovery efforts by implementing actions contained in the desert pupfish recovery
plan (FWS 1993b). Some of the specific actions to be accomplished include an expansion of the current monitoring program
to assess population status, detect trends, and evaluate the success of pupfish recovery. The NPS would continue to conduct
habitat assessments and population estimnates under site-specific protocols mutually established by the NPS and FWS, and
assist with the collection of life history information to help determine factors affecting population persistence. In addition,
the NPS would further its efforts to educate the public about the plight of the Quitobaquito desert pupfish through a variety
of interpretive media (e.g., wayside exhibits, brochures, guided walks). The NPS would work closely with the FWS on the
abave actions.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures Proposed

The NPS would continue to moenitor the effects of visitor use on desert pupfish habitat. Use of the Quitobaquito area would
be closely regulated through establishment of a visitor carrying capacity which would be based primarily on the area’s ability
to withstand visitor use while ensuring resource protection. Activities determined to have an adverse impact on pupfish habitat
would be further restricted or possibly eliminated.

Determination of Effect

Establishment of a well-defined and maintained trail systemn, as well as visitor use restrictions would have a beneficial affect
on the Quitobaquito desert pupfish and its critical habitat by minimizing vegetation trampling along the pond’s littoral zone.
By restricting visitor access in the Quitobaquito area, the risk from anthropogenic impacts alsc would be reduced. The NPS
would continue t© aid pupfish recovery efforts by implementing actions contained in the desert pupfish recovery plan.

CACTUS FERRUGINOUS PYGMY-OWL

The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl is an uncommon permanent resident that occurs in washes and saguaro stands. The
most recent verified sighting of a pygmy-owl within the monument has occurred this spring in the employee housing area
at Twin Peaks. Pror to this sighting, the last recorded observation was in 1995 on the Ajo Mountains bajada {T. Tibbitts,
pers. comm.). The cause for the ferruginous pygmy-owl’s decline within the monument and throughout the northern part
of its range is unknown. However, the ongoing destruction of riparian habitat across the region may partially explain the
reasons behind the decline.

Critical habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl has been proposed from the well in Alamo Canyon (T16S, R4W,
unsurveyed Section 6) downstream to the point where Growler Wash intersects the Bates Well Road. The boundaries
encompass the current active channel, in addition to secondary, side, and overflow channels extending up to 100 meters
lateraliy of the 100-year floodplain. Despite nearly annual reports, a confirmed sighting of this owl has not occurred in the
vicinity of the Alamo Canyon campground for nearly 10 years. However, the nearby wash has been proposed as critical
habitat since it possesses suitable habitat characteristics and has the potential to support nesting owls.
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Proposed Actions That May Affect the Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl

Three actions proposed in the GMP have the potential to increase visitor use or alter vegetation in the Alamo Canyon area
which could affect the cactus ferruginous pygmy-ow] or its proposed critical habitat. These actions are the same as those
described for the lesser long-nosed bat and include:

« preparing a feasibility study to determine if campsites could be added

« establishing a formal day-use parking area

* formalizing an existing social trail (an old road scar) into a designated trail

Visitor surveys and demand for camping at the Alamo Canyon Wash campground show increasing interest in a primitive
camping experience, accessible by vehicle. During the heavy use period (late October through mid-April}, this campground
is almost always full. The existing campground currensly contains four campsites, a composting/vault toilet, and a large
parking area. Each campsite has a maximum user capacity of four persons per site, for a total campground capacity of 20
campers. Previously, the proposed action called for development of up to four campsites in this area in response to visitor
demand. Discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prompted the NPS to reconsider this proposal. Instead, the
NPS proposes to do further study before determining the appropriate number and location of added sites, if any.

Currently, a compacted area {roughly 3,500 square fect in size), encircled by large rocks, is located at the end of the access
road and serves as a day-use parking and vehicle tumn-around area. The GMP proposes to better delineate this parking area
while restricting ground disturbance to the roadbed. To further manage visitor use, the existing social trai) that follows an old
road scar along the wash would be formalized into a designated hiking trail, about 2.25 miles in length. Because the parking
area and trail would be constructed on previousty disturbed ground, there would be no additional vegetation removed.

Analysis

Surveys for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl have been performed by NPS personnel in the Alamo Canyon area for the last
two years. Surveys have been conducted approximately 12 times per year from December through June, with negative results,

Expansion of the Alamo Canyon campground would occur within proposed critical habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-
owl, eliminating less than 0.1 acre of desertscrub vegetation, primarily triangle-leaf bursage (Ambrosia deltoidea) and creosote
(Larrea tridentata). Wherever possible, campsites would be situated to avoid the removal of large trees, shrubs, and columnar
cactl, The proposed parking area would not involve new ground disturbance or vegetation removal since it would be located
entirely within the existing roadbed. Similarly, the establishment of a formal hiking wail along Alamo Canyon wash would not
result in additional habitat losses since the new trail would incorporate an existing social trail over its entire length.

Although day use in the Alamo Canyon area is typically limited to hikes along the wash, which is also within proposed critical
habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, this type of visitor use is generally infrequent, occurs at low-levels, and is con-
fined to the existing trail, Likewise, the current low-levels of overnight use do not appear to have an adverse impact on this
species. However, the affect that doubling the size of the campground would have is unknown. Since campground expansion
could result in the presence of twice as many campers (a maximum of 40 vs 20 campers currently) in the area at dawn and dusk,
periods when this owl is actively foraging, the potential for human disturbance would be greater than under existing conditions.

Reasonable and Pruadent Measures Proposed

To ensure that campground expansion and increased visitor use of the Alamo Canyon area does not result in adverse effects
on the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, the NPS would continue to conduct owl surveys at this location. If subseguent surveys
reveal the presence of pygmy-owls, the NPS would reconsider the appropriateness of campground expansion as well as the
need for visitor use restrictions in the Alamo Canyon area.

Determination of Effect

Proposed actions in the Alamo Canyon area would have no effect on the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl due to the lack of
this ow]’s confirmed presence in the area, the low potential for human disturbance, and negligible habitat losses.
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2:21-89-F-073
SUMMARY
BIOLOGICAL OPINION FOR
ORGAN FIPE CACTUS NATIONAL MONUMENT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

Date of opinion: Fune 26, 1957

Action agency: National Park Service

Project: Organ Pips Cactus National Monument General Mapagemens Plan

Location: Pima Counry

Listed species affected: Endangeted Sonoran pronghorn {Andlocapra americana sonctiensisy
lesser tong-nosed bat (Leplonygrens guraspac yerbabuenas) and cactes fermgintus pyginy-owl
Qlmcidium brasiliamm cactorum)

Biglogical opinion: The proposed project is not likely 1o jeepardize the contnued exisience of
the lesser long-nosed bat, Sonoran proaghom, or cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl.

Incidental take statemcat:

Anticipated take: Exceeding rhis fevel may require remiviation of formal ¢onsultation,
Anticipated take for the lesser lung-nosed bat is based on possibie unauthorized entry of a
foost, Anficipated take for the Sonoran pronghorm is based on the possibility of injury or
death due to trafiic along State Route 85, Anticipated take for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-
owl is bastd on the possibility of harassment of individuals doe to buman visitation io the
Aluno Canyon Wash area.

Reasonable and prudent measures: Jmp ion of these | through the terms
and cartitions is mendgiory. Three reasonable and prudent measures reduee and minimize
roost disturbance, monitoring 20d pw!muun for the lesser tong-nosed bat. Four reasonzble
and prodent measures reduce and niinintize the effects of traffic, fances, and visitor use o
the § A, Three ble and prudent measures reduce and minimize the
effects of increasad visitation to the Alatio Canyon Wash area.

Terms and conditions: Terms and conditions inph ble and prudent measures
and are mandatory requiversents. Three terms and ditions imp! the ble and
prudent measures for the lesser fong-nosed bat.  Five ierms and conditions implement the
reasonable and prudent measures for the Sonoran pronghorn. Six tertus and condidons
impiement the reasonable and prudent measures for the cacms ferruginons pygmy-owl.

Conservation r dations:  fmpl for of contervation recommendarions is
discretionary. ‘Twe conservation recommendagions were given (o help implement recovery and
incrense public awareness of e iesser long-nosed bat. Oné conservation recomumendation was
given 10 implement recovery of the Sonosan pronghom, Two conservation recommendstions
were given to gain mor¢ information oft the status and natural fistery of the cactus forragintus

pygmy-owl.

United States Department of the Interior
¥ish and Wildlife Service
Arizona Eeological Services Pield Office
1321 W. Royai Palm Roed, Suits 103
‘Photaix, Arlzoot 850214951
(602) S40-1720  Fox (502) S48-IT0

AESO/SE

2-21-89-F.U78 Fone 26, 1957

MEMORANDUM

TO: Project Manager, Denver Service Center, National Pask Service, Denver,
Colorgdo

FROM: Ficld Supervisor

SUBJECT: Biolegieat Opinion for Organ Pipe Cactus Naticnal Monument General
Management Plan

The U.5. Fish and Wﬂéhfe Service (Service) has reviewed the biological assessment, for the
Organ Pipe Cactus Nationzl M General M nent Plan (GMP) located ip Pima
County, Arizons, Your May 21, 1996, request far foimal consoitation was received oo May
22, 1996, This docurent represents the Servica's biological opinion on the effects of that action
on the endanpered lesser long -nosed bat (Leplonvelers curasoa yerbabuenae), Somoran
proughorn (Antilocapra americans sonoriensis), 4ad cactes ferruginous pygmy-owl (Glaycidivm
begiliamum cactorum) in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
{Aes), as amended, (16 U.8.C. 1531 et seq.).

This biclogical opinion is based on information provided in the undated Diological assessment,

the May 1595 draft General M Plan/Develop Concept Plans/Enviromoental
[mpact Statemem, the Aprit 1996 supplememt 1o the draft Gengral Managemcm
Plan/Development Concept Plaas/Envitommental Impact S 1elephene

meetings, field investigations, and other sources of information. Literature cited m this blalogxcal
opinion 33 not a complete bibltography of all literature available on the species of concarn, park
management and recreation and their sffects, or on other subjects considered in this opinicn.
A complete administrative revord of this consultation is on file in this office.

In this biologicat opinion the Service finds that the effects of the proposed project are not likeiy
lo jeopardize the continued existence of the lesser fong-nesed bat, the Sonoran pronghorn, o the
cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. Three terms and conditions ste described to reduce or climinate
take anticipated for the Iesser foag-nosed bat, Seven ferms and conditions are described o
reduce or eliminae take aniicipated for the Soncran pronghom. Six tems and conditions are
described to reduce or eliminate take anticipated for the vachus ferruginous pygmy-owl,
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CONSULTATION HISTORY

On April 4, 1989, the Service responded to @ request from the Park Secvice for 2 specics Jist
for Organ Pipe Cacius Natioval Monument. On July 21, 1993, the Park Service requested
another species list for the Momament and reiniiated informal consuitation. The Service
provided a species list on August 5, 1993, The Park Service requested a species list on March
21, 1994, The Setvice provided 2 species list on April 5, 1994. The Pask Service roquestsd
teview of species Iists on June 2, 1994, The Service provided 2 species Tist on June 16, 1554,
The Park Service requested an updated species fist on February 24, 1995. The Service provided
a species list on March 29, 1995, On April 18, 1995, the Park Service issued a draft general
management plan/development congept plans/environmental impace statemens for Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monutent to the Service for review. The Service responded with commonts
regardiug dut review on August 24, 1995, On August 18, 1995, the Park Service issued 2 letter
1o the Service stating a supplement to the draft environmental impact statement would be
developed. A meeting regarding section 7 consultation was conducted at Monumens
headquarters on March 26, 1996, On May 21, 1996, the Pak Service requesied formal
consultation and provided a bielogical assessment to the Service. The Service responded to that
request on September 16, 1996. On September 23, 1996, the Park Service ssued a lenier 1o the
Service (ransmitting 2 copy of an internal draft of the final general management plan. On
September 24, 1996, the Park Service and the Service agreed that Decernber 10, 1996, would
be the due date for a biological opition. On October 29, 1996, the Park Service issued a
memtoragdum 1 the Service regarding the December 10 due date. On Navember 23, 1996, the
Service responded to that letier stating it hoped 10 have a biolegical opinjon completed by
February 15, 1997.

Because of higher priotiries, the Service postponed work on the opinion and & Service biologist
met with a biologist {rom Organ Pipe en-site to discuss the swmws of the pygmy-owl and
alternatives 10 doubling the size of the campground at Alamo Wash, The Park Service was
notified of possible probjems concerning the effecis of the campground cxpapsion on the pygmy-
owl in late April. On May 6, 1997, a draft modified description of the proposed action was
received by the Service. Comments were rendrned on May 7, 1997, and the proposed action was
modified.

BIOLOGICAL GPINION
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION
The purposé of 2 general management plan is 10 guide future management of a park or other

Patk Service unit for the next ten or fifteen years. Sore of the actions propased in the Oeneral
Maragement Plan irclude:

L. Working with the Arizona Department of Transportation to ensure inued travel and
comimerce While enhancing tesource protection along the State Route 85 corridor within
the monumexnt,

2. Seeking redesignation of the monument o Senoran Desert Natiopal Park.

3

3. Establishing pastnerships with Federal agencies and private organizations to share
facilities, staff, and costs in the Why and Lukeville areas.

4. Proposing an increase in designated wildemess and dcveiopmdn?lof an interagency
mmw"’ and backeountry £ plan to coondinate and enhance
protection of wilderness-related vatues,

5. Realigning the trail network in the Quitobaquite Springs arca.

6. Refaining existing development in the Twin Peaks ares with some additions and change

in the use of seme buildings.

7, Incieating e amount of PAmIGYE camping and designated talls in e monument.

&, Full inplementation of the t's Natural 2nd Cultural Resources Management
Plag,

Visitor surveys and demand for camping at the Alamo Canyon Wash camp_gmund show
increasing interest i & primitive camping experience, accessible by vebicle. During the heavy
use period (ale Ocicher Wrough id-April), this campground s almost always full. ‘The
existing campground cutrently contains four campsiles, & compasting/vault toflet, and a large
parking area, Each campsife ias 2 maximum user capacily of four persons per site, for a tofal
campground capacity of 20 campars, To help accommodate visitor demand, the GMP proposes
10 conduet a feasibility study to determine if additional campsitey covid be added. The sites
would be located within the non-wildernesy road corridor (150 feet from either side of road
centerting), in previously disturbed areas, to the extent possible, and somewhat separated from
other sites to offer & sense of privacy, Previowsly, the propossd action caled for development
of up fo 4 campsites in this area. Though informal consultations with the Service, the NPS
decided to reconsider this proposal becayse of the need for further siudy before determining the
appropriate number and locatfon of added ites, if any. Currently, a compacted acea (roughly
3,500 square feet in 5ize), encircled by larpe rocks, is located at the end of the access road and
serves as 4 day-use parking and vehicle turt-around area, The GMP propases lo better delineate
this parking area while restricting ground disturbance ¢ the roadbed. To further manage visitor
use, the existing socfal trail that fotlows 20 oid road sear along Whe wash world be formaized
into a designated hiking trail, about 2.25 miles in length. Because the parking area and trail
would be constructed on previously disturbed ground, there would be no additional vegetation
removed.

According to the Park Service, there are no actions proposed in the GMP that would directly
affect the Sonoraa pronghorn, Al proposed facilitics would bé focated within areas of existing
development and would involve Teiatively small tracts of tand sumoanded by larger areas of
undisturbed fabital. However, Increased visitor use may Jead o indirect effects on the Sonoran
pronghom. Increased use of some front and backeountry areas has the potential to adversely
affoot pronghorn if it causes 4n alteration in behavior and habitat use. Ingreased visitation o the
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Monoment is also expected 10 result n increased traffic along State Route 85, adding to the
barrier effect that existing teaffic pattems already present to pronghom movements,

Approximately 22 miles of State Route 85 fie within the Monument, The Stats of Atizora snd
Pima County are responsible for maintaining the federally constructed road under a 1941
cooperative agreement. Siace the Monument was established before the road was constructed
and the Federal govemment never deeded 4 legal interest in the road to the Stale or county, the
RS believes that neither the State nor County has a right-of-way for State route 85 through the
Mongment, The NES believes it may lnpose ceasonzble resource protection and public safety
regulzdons on use of the road,

The international port-of-entry at Lukeville is open from 6:00 AM unlil midright cach day.
Average daily traffic on the road Suctusies but has generally increasad in recent years. In 1992,
ADQT reported average daily traffic counts of 940 vehicles op the section of State Route 85
within the Motument; in 1993 average daily traffic along this same section of highway fell to
728 vehicles, and in 1994, rose ta 964 yehicles, Less than 25% of this traffic s attributed to
Monument visitors,

Reasons for the increase in traffic are due to increased tourism in the reglon, including the
Puerty Perasco area in northern Sonotz, Mexico; the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA); and i 1 visitation to the M Attions proposed in the GMP that could
further increase visitation and use of State Route 85 involve expanded wisitor services and
recreational opportunities including an increase in the number of trails (approximately §
additional miles} and primitive camplng opportanities (4 sites at Alame Canyon campground and
approximately 20 walk-in siles in the Twin Peaks area), as well as additional facilities offecing
interpretation and jnformation to visiters particularly in the Why end Lukeville areas,
Redesignation of the Monument to national park status is expected 1o cause & temporary surge
in visitation. However, "u is wnkown if the Increase would be loag-term.

To help reduce the impact of State Route 85 on pronghorn, the Park Service proposes to do the
fllowing.

1. Pursue an agreement between the Park Ssovice and Arizong Department of Transportation
toestablish a vehicle for continued communication regarding raad-retated issues, construct
tndespasses at known movement corridors to facilitate safe passage of pronghom across
the highway, and establish & progiam 1 explore other measures to better understand and
subsequently reduce the impacts of State Route 85 on pronghom.

2. Continue working with the Arizonz Department of Public Safety lo enforce the existing
speed limit within the Monument,

3. Convert the bottom strands of the Monument's north and south bourdary ferces to smooth
wire 1 encourage pronghom movements between the Monument and surrounding aress.

5

4. Bducate molerists about the plight of pronghomn using 8 variety of interpretive media in
an effort 10 clicit lower speeds and increased awareness of wildlife use of the highway
corridor,

5. Continue to serve as a member of the interagency Core Warking Group for Sororan
pronghom recovery and implement activities cutlined in the recovery plan, including
development of a moniloring program.

6. Monitor visitor use and restrict access where necessary o minimize the potential for
distorbance to pronghorn.

STATUS OF THE SPECTES
v Yong

The Jesser long-nosed bat was listed (originally, as Sanborg’s long-nosed Dat) as endangered on
September 30, 1988 (53 FR 38436). No critical habitat has been designated for this speeits.
The lesser long-nosed bat is & swiall, leafnosed bat, It has a Jong muzzle and 2 long tongue.
These features are adaptations to coltect pectar from the flowers of columnar cactus, such as the
saguaro and organ pipe, and from paniculute agaves (Hoffmeister, 1986). 'This migratory
species §s found througheut its historic range frem southern Arizona, through western Mexica,
and south to B Salvador, 1t occurs in southern Arizona from the Picacho Mountains southwest
to the Agua Dulee Mounteins and southeast 10 the Chiricalnz Mountains and south to Mexicd.
Arizora roosts are oecupied from late April to September {Cockruts and Petryszyn, 1991)
Aduit ferales, most of which are pregnant, and their recent young are the first 10 arrive, abd
they form maternity colondes at Jower elevations near concemrations of flowering colymnar cacti,
After the young are weaned, these colonies disband in July and August; some females and young
move to higher elevalions, primarily in the scutheastera parts of Arizona near concentrations of
‘blooming paniculate agaves. Adult males are known mostly from the Chiricahua Mountains but
also oeeut with adult females and young of the year at maternily sites {Fleming, 1954).

Loss of roost and foraging habitat, as well ag direct taking of individual bats during animal
gontrel programs, particularly in Mexico, have contributed to the cuzrent status of the species,
Suitable day roosts and suitable concentrations of food plants are the two resources that are
critical for the lesser jong-nosed bat (Fleming, 1994}, As indicated above, the lesser long-nased
bat consumes nectat and poilen of paniculate agave flowers and the nectar; pollen, and fruit
produced by & variely of columunar eactl, Caves and miRes are used as day roosts. The factors
that make roost sites useable have not yet been identified. Whatever the factors sre (hat
determine selection of 100st Jocations, the species appears 1o be stnsitive to luman disturbance.
Instances are known where a single brief visit s sufficient to cause a high proportion of lesser
{ong-nosed bats 1o temporarily sbandon their day eoost and move {o another, Perhaps most
disturbed bats teturn @ thelr preferred roost in a Tew days. However, the sensitivity supgests
that the presence of aligrnale roost sites may be critical when tuman diswrbance oconrs.
Interspecifie interactions may also influence lesser long-nosed bat roost requirements.
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Known major roost sites inciude 16 large roosts in Arizona and Mexico (Fleming, 1954).
According to surveys conducted in 1992 and 1993, the number of bats estimated 10 ououpy tiese
sites was greater than 200,000, Twelve majot maternity roost sites are known for Arizora and
Mexico, According to the same surveys, the matetnity toosts are occupied by over 150,000
lesser long-nosed bas. The numbers above indicate tat although here may be relatively large
numbers of these bats known 10 exist, the relative number of known large roosts is small.
Disturbance of these roosts and the food plants associated with them could lead fo the loss of
the 1oosts. The limited oumbers of maternity roosts may be the critical factor in the survival
of this species.

T, ngho

The Sonoran pronghern is recognized as a distinct subspecies of the pronghorn (Antilocapra
americana). It is distinguished from other subspecies by its small size, pale coloration, and
distinctive cranial fearures (Goldman, 1945). The Senoran pronghorn was listed as an
endangered species on March 11, 1967. In Arizona, the Sonoran pronghem cccurs on the
Cabeza Prieta Natlonal Wildlife Refuge (NWR), the Goldwater Range, and Orgae Pipe Cactus
National Monument, from Highway 85 west to the Cabeza Pricia Mountains and from
approximately the Wellton-Mohawk Canal south te the Mexitan border (Snow 1994, Service
1982). Recent unconfirmed sightings suggest some animals may occur on the Tohone O"odham
Reservation and in the Lechuguilla Désert, west of the Cabeza Prieta Mountzins, as well
(Service 1994, J. Hervert, Arizona Game and Fish Deparument, Yuma, Acizona, pers. coma.,
1596). In Sonecra, the Sonoran pronghemn is knewn from near Sonoyta south to the Puerfo
Penasco area, east o the sandy plains around Bahia de San Jorge, and west into flats
surrcunding the Sictra de Pinacaie (Service, 1994). The urrent range of the Sonoran pronghorn
is estimated at more than 4.9 million acres (Service, 1994). Historically, the range of the
Senotan pronghorn tnay have been much larger, extending further west, possibly ints the Yuma
Desert, Imperial Valley of California, and northeastern Baja California; to north of the Gila
River; east to the Baboquivari Mountains; and south 1o Bahia Kino or Guaymas (Service 1594,
Hail and Kelson 1939, Hoffmeister 1986). Howaver, precise determination of the historic range
is precluded by a lack of specimens and the largely anccdotal pature of historic records.

Bascd on survey data collected from 1992 to 1994, an estimated 125 1o 256 Sonoran pronghom
occur jn Atizena and 179 to 313 ocour in Sopora {Snow 1994, Service 19%4), Datz are
insufficient to determine trends in population size (Service 1994). Pronghorn are Lypically found
in broad, alluvial vaileys. They inhabit creosote (Larrea Iridentata} and bursage (Ambrosia
deligidep and A. dumoss) vegelation communities year round and more diverse vegetation
associations from late winter to early fall (Service 1994}, Hughes and Smith (1990) found
Sonoran pronghora in areas of approximately 11 percent persnnial cover.

The diet of Sonoran pronghom consists of a variety of plant matexials, particularly cacti, such
as fruits of jumping cholla {Opuytia fulgida); herbaceous species such as plantain (Planfago
m,rjm sources to Sonoran pronghor is unknown. Hughes and Smith (1999) found no
significant difference in distance of pronghort localities to water betwesn the wet and dry

7

scasons, implying that they do not congregate near water. Monson (1968) found no evidence
that pronghorn drink water, even when it is available, Wright and deVos {(1986) and J, Hervert
{pers. comm. 1996} tave ds Sonoran pronghorn at water SOUICES on NUMErous
oceasions, hut have only documented ong instance of a Sencran pronghorn drinking water.

Pronghom become sexually mature at 12 to 16 months. Parturition occurs from Febroary
through May and animals rut from July to September (Kitchen and Q"Gara 1982, Servies 1994).
Mean home range size is 56,1 square kilometors for males and 45.2 square kilomerars for
females (deVos 1990). At the onsct of the hot, dry period in late spring, individual animals
move distances of up to 50 kan from lower, sparsely vegetated valleys to areas of more complex
vegetation, With the onset of the summer rains, animals move back to areas with low vegetation
diversity (deVos 1950).

The cause of pepulation declines and extirpation from portions of its historic range include
unrepulated hunting e historic times, current illegad hunting in Sorora (Service 1994),
degradation of habitat by livestoek grazing, disturbance of habitat resulting from military groued-
baged activities, disturbance of animats caused by military overflights, loss of riparian habitat
ott the Gila River and the Rio Sonoyta that may have been important as foraging or watering
areas, and conversion of habitat 1o agricultuze, particularly in the Gila River Valley and Imperial
Valiey, Califomia (deVos 1990, Service 1994, 1982}, Pronghown that frequent artificial or
natural water sources may be subject to increased predation levels due o the concentration of
predators near water {Service 1994). Towl number of pronghorn is less than 600 and this
subspecies lives in an extremely harsh desert environment that is subject to extended droughl.
As a result, the viability of the specles is sensitive to environmental and demographic stochastic
events.

A population viability analysis conducted with the program VORTEX suggested that three
factors ar¢ especially important in determining population persisience,  The variability fn
population size increased, and in some cases, populations went extinct if any of the following
theee variables were included in & siowolation: five calastrophdc events, such as drgught,
occurring in 100 years; annual mortality of females in excess of 60 percent; or female fawn
mortality in excess of 60 percent (deVos 1995).

The Service finalized 4 recovery plan for the Sonoran pronghorn in 1982, The recovery
objective was defined as "maintain existing population nusmbers and distibution of Soporan
pronghom while developing techniques which will tesult in a ULS. population of 300 animals
(average for a five-year period) or numbers determined feasible for the habitat.” The recovery
plan s currently being revised, The deaft plan calls for downlisting the Sonoran pronghorn to
threatened when the number of animels in Arizona reaches at least 500 and remains stable for
a five year period, or when numbers ase determined adequate to sustain the population through
time (Service 1994).
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Additiona) information on the taxonomy, range, distribution, biology, and threats to the Sengran
pronghors can be found in Service (1994, 1982), Wright and deVos (1986), Holfmeister (1986),
Mearns (1507), Hughes (1991), Edwards and Ohmart (1981}, deVos (1990), and Cockrom
{1981).

! ) -
1. SPECIES DESCRIPTION
A. Listing history

The Service included the cactus ferruginous pygmy-ow] (Glaucidium brasiliapum gactorum) on
fts Animal Notice of Review as a category 2 candidate species thioughout its range o1 Janvary
6, 1989 (54 FR 554). After soliciting and reviewing additional information, the Service elevated
G. b. eactorum to category 1 status throughout its range on November 21, 1991 (56 ER 58304).
A catogory 1 species was, at that time, defined as & species for which the Service has on file
subsiantial jnformation to support listing, but for which a proposal te list has not been issued as
it i3 precluded at present by cther listing sctivities,

On May 26, 1992, a coalition of conservation organizations (Galvin ef al. 1992) petitioned the
Service, requesting listing of the pygmy-owl as an endangered subspecies under the Act. The
petitioners also requested designation of criticat habitat, In accozdance with Ssction 4{b){3)}(A)
of the Act, on March 9, 1993, the Service published a finding that the petition presenéd

bstantia? scientific or | informaticn indicating that listing may be warranted, and
initiated a status review on the pygmy-owl (58 BR 13045). In conducting its stams review, the
Service solicited additional ¢ and biological data on the status of the cactus ferruginous

pygnty-owl, through maiings, a notice in the Federa| Register (38 FR 13043), and other means.

On December 12, 1994, the Service published a 12-month finding on the petitioned action (59
FR 63975), This finding indicated that listing of the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owh was
warranted and a proposed rule was published on the same date 10 list the pygmy-owl as
endangered in Arizona with critical habitat and as threatened in Texas without eritical habitat,
New information wis roosived daring periods indicating that population levels are
higher in Arizona and Texas than were known at the time of the proposed rule, The Service
determined that the Arizoma pepufation still warranted erdangered statos. Conversely, the now
information indicated thar listing the species as threatened in Texas was not warranied, Listing
was finalized on March 10, 1997, and was effective op April 9, 1997.

B. Description and Range

The cactus fermuginovs pygmy-owl is a small bire, approximately 17 centimeters (om) {6 3/4
inches {in) Jong. Males average 62 grams (2.2 ounces), and females average 75 grams (2.6
ounces). The caetus ferpugingos pygmy-owl is reddish-brown oversll, with a cream-colored
belly streaked with reddish-brown.  Some individuals are grayish, rather than reddish-brown.
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The crown is lightly strezked, and paired black-and-white spots on the nape supgest ¢yes. There
are no ear tufts, and the eyes ar¢ yellow, The tail is relatively long for an ow! and is colores
reddish-brown with darker brown bars. The call of this diurnal owl, heard primarily near dawn
and dusk, is 2 monotonous series of shorl notes.

The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Order Strigiformes—Family Strigidac) is one of four
subspecies of the fecraginous pygmy-owl, It occurs from lowland central Arizona south theough
western Mexico, 1o the States of Colima and Michoacan, and from southern Texas south through
the Mexican States of Tamaulipas and Nuevo Leon, The northernmest record for the pygmy-
owl is frote Mew River, Avicona, approximately 55 ¥m (35 mi) north of Phoenix. South of
these regions and through Central America, G. b. ridgwayf replaces G. b. cactorum.
Throughout Scuth America, G. b. brasiliapum is the resident subspecics (Fisher 1893, van
Rossem 1937, Friedmann gt al. 1950, Schaldach 1963, Phillips g1 a1. 1964, de Schauensee 1956,
Karalus and Eckert 1974, Oberholser 1974, Johnsgard 1988). Additionally, Konig and Wink
1995) have identified & fourth subspecies of pygmy-ow from central Asgentina, This new
subspecies is G.b. strangeki.

The cactus ferraginous pygmy-owl (hereafter “pygmy-owl™ unfess otherwise noted) was
described by van Rossem (1937), based on specimens from Arizoma and Scnora. It is
distinguished from G. b. fdgwayi and G. b. brasilianum by its shorter wings and longer tail,
and by generally lighter coloration (van Rossem 1937, Phillips et af. 1954). G. b. cactoram
oceurs in several color phases, with distinet differences between regional populations {Sprunt
1955, Burton 1973, Tyler and Philtips 1978, Hilty and Brown 1986, Johnsgard 1988). Somie
investigators {e.g., van Rossem 1937, Tewes 1993) have suggested that further taxoromic
imvestigation is needed, primarily to determine whether the citrrent G. b. cactorum comprises
more than one subspecies. G. . caglorum is widely recognized 25 a valid subspecies (e.g.,
Friedmanp et g]. 1950, Biake 1953, Spruat 1955, Phillips et al. 1964, Monson and Phiflips
1982, Millsap and Johnson 1988, Binford 1989). The Amerlcan Omithologists’ Union (AQL)
recognized G, b, eagtorum in its 1957 Checklist of North American Birds (AQU 1957), but
sabsequent lists &1d not include subspecics (AQU 1983).

C. Critical Habitat

Critical habitat, including 250 river miles in Arizona, was included in the draft ntle, but was
determined 10 be not prudent in the final rule,

II. LIFE HISTORY

A, Nesting Ecology
The pygmy-owi nests in a cavity in a tree or large colamaar cacts. Cavities may be namraily
formed (e.g., knotholes) or excavated by woodpeckers. Mo nest lining material is used. The

pygmy-owl has also nested in fabricated nest boxes (Proudfool gt ). 19%4a, Proudfoot 1996).
Three, four, five, and occasionally six epgs are laid (Bent 1938, Heintzelman 1979, Glenn
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Proudfoot, Texas A&M University ar Caesar Kleberg Witdlife Research Institute, unpubi. data
1996) and are incubated for approximately 28 days. The young Nedge about 28 days after
hatching, The pygmy-ow! begins nesting activites in lale winier o early Spring. Il is
nonmigratory throughout its range (Bendire 1888, Griscom and Crosby 1926, Oberholser 1974,
Johnson et al. 1979).

B. Habitat sejection

The gygmy-owl octwrs in 2 variety of subtropical, scrub, and woodiand communities, including
riverbotiom woodlands, woody thickets ("bosques”), coastal plain oak assotiations, thornserab,
and desertscrub,  Unifying fabitat charatteristics among these communities are fgirly dense
woody thickets or woodlands, with trees andfor cacti Jarge encuph to provide nesting cavities.
Throughowut its range, the pygmy-owl occurs at low elevations, generally bejow 1,200 meters
(m} [4,000 feet (1)) (Swarth 1914, Karalus and Eckert 1974, Monson and Phillips 1981,
Johnsgard 1988, Enriouez-Rocha gt al. 1993).

In the western portion of its range, the pygmy-owl appears to use riparian woodlands and
besgues dominated by ite and cottonwood, Sonoran Desertserub (usvally with relatively
dense saguara cactus forests), and Sinaloan Deciducus Forest (van Rossem 1945, Phillips ¢ 2.
1964, Karalus ang Eckert 1974, Millsap and Johnson 1988). Fisher (1893) found the pygray-owi
te be “quite common” in thickets of intermixed mesquite and saguare cacius near the New
River, Arizona. Prior to the mid-1900s, the pygmy-owl was also described as not “uncoramon”,
“of common occurrence,” and “falrly numerous” resident of lowland central and southesh
Arizona in cottonwood forests, ruesquite-tottonwood woodlands, and mesquite bosques along
the Gita, Salt, Yerde, San Pedra, and Santa Cruz rivers, ang various tributaries {Breninger 1898
i1 Bent 1938, Gilman 1909, Swarth 1934), Bendire (1988) noted that he had taken “several”
2long Riltito Creek near Fort Lowell, in the vicinity of Tuceon, Arizona. The pygmy-owl alse
oceurs in Sonoran Desertscrub assotiations in southern and southwestern Arizona, comprised
of palo verde, ironwood, mesquite, acacia, bursage, and columnar cacti such as the saguaro and
organpipe (Phillips et al, 1964, Davis and Russell 1984 and 1990, Monson and Phillips 1981,
Johnson and Haight 1985a, Jofinsgard 1988).

In the past, the pygmy-owl's occurrence in Sonoran Desertserub was appatenty less common
and prediciable. It was more predictably found in xeroriparian habitats {very dens desertscrub
thickets bordering dry desert washes} than more open, desert uplands (Monson and Phillips
1983, Yohnison and Haight 19854, Johnson-Duncan ef al, 1988, Millsap and Johnson 1988, Davis
and Russell 1990). The pyamy-owl was also noted to ocenr at isolated desert oases supporting
small pockets of riparian and xeroriparian vegetation Howell 1516, Phillips et a, 1964},

Both riparian and desertsarub habitats ave likely 1o provide several tequirements of the pygmy-
owl. ceology.  Trees and farge cacti provide cavities for nesting and roosting.  Also, these
hahxra'n.s along watercourses are known for their high density and diversity of animal species that
constitute the gygmy-awl’s prey base (Carothers 1577, Johnson e} al. 1977, Johnson and Haight

1

19855, Swomberg 1993). In addition, the dense vegetation aleng these washes provides
protestive cover from aerial predators.

I central and southern Arizona, the pygmy-owl’s primary habitats were riparian cottonwood
(Populus spp-) forests, mesquite bosques, and Sonoran desertserub, but lhe‘ sl_:bspecies cuzrently
ceurs primagity in Sonoran Desertscrub associations of palo verde @gmcl_m spp.),.bursagr:
{Ambrosia spp.), ironwood (Olngya fesots), mesquite (Prosopis julifiora), acacia (Acacia s_pp.),
and giant cacti such s sagaro (Cereus gipanteus), and organpipe (Cereps fiurherd) (Gilman
1909, Bext 1938, van Rossem 1945, Phillips e} al. 1964, Monson and Philiips 1981, Johnsos-
Duncan gt al. 1988, Millsap and Johnson 1988), Farther south in northwestera Mexico, the
pygmy-owl occurs in Sonoran Desertscrub, Sinaloan Thormserub, and Sinaloan Deciduods Forest
as well as riverpottom woodlands, cactus forests and thornforest (Bnriquez-Rocha gt al. 1993).
The pygmy-owl’s diet includes birds, lizards, inseots, small mammals (Bendire 1888, Suton
1951, Sprunt 1955, Earhar and Johnson 1970, Obetholser 1974), and frogs (Proudfoot ¢ al.
1994b).

I, Population Dynamics
A. Population size

Hunter (1988) found fewer than 20 verified recards of pygmy-owls in Arizona for the period of
1971 to 1988, Although pygmy-owls are diumal snd frequently vocalize in the moming, the
subgpecies was not tecorded or reported in any breeding bisd survey data in Arlzona (Robbisis
¢t al. 1986). Formal surveys for the pygmy-owl on Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
began in 1990, with one bird located that year. Beginning in 1992, survey efforts on the
M WerR in cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFDY).
In 1992, surveys located three single pygmy-owls in Arizona (Fish and Wildlife Service and
Nationat Park Service, unpubl. data 1992}, In 1993, more extensive surveys again located three
single pygmy-owls in Arizona (AGFD unpubl, data 1993, Felley and Conman 1993). During
1593-19%4 surveys, one pair of owls was desected in north Tucsen, near the sightings in 1992
and 1993 (Coliins and Corman (995). Twa individual owls were found in northwest Toeson
during 1995 surveys, and an additional owl was detecied at Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument (Lesk and Corman 1995),

In 1996, the AGFD focused survey efforts in notthwest Tucson and Maranz, and detected 2 total
of 16 birds, two of which were 4 pair, 2nd two of which were fladged young. An additional
three pygmiy-owls were detented on Organ Pipe Cactus National Mopument in 1996, with three
additional but unconfirmed reports (Harold Smith, National Park Service, Organ Pipe Cactus
Natienal Monument, in it 1996). So far in 1997, a total of 8 birds has been detected, Two
Dpygmy-owls have been chserved on Organ Pipe Cactus Natiosial Monument ead six others have
been observed in northwest Tucson.

While additional individual birds have been identified since the proposed tule was published,
1ta} individuals in Arizona are still exuemely Jow at under 20 {Abbate 1996).
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B. Papulation variability

The available information indicates that distioet castetn and westein populations of the pygmy-
ow} may be defined. The pypmy-ow! occurs alopg the Jower Ric Grande River and the coastal
plain of southern Texas and northeastern Mexico. It also occurs in towland areas of
northwestern Mexico and sotthern Arizonz. The pygroy-owl's ¢levational distribution, the
distribution of habiar, and recorded locations indicate that these eastern and western ranges of
the pygmy-owl ate geopraphically isolated from one another and zre ecologicaliy distinct, In
the U.8., the eastern and western portions 0f the pygmy-owl's Jange are scparated by the basin-
and-range mountains aod {ntervening Chilnuahwan Desert basing of southeastern Arizonz,
southern New Menxico, and western Texas. Although Grossman and Hamlet (1964) suggested
that the pygmy-ewl's range included this U.S.-Mexico border segion, e pygmy-owl has never
been recorded in this 803 kilotmeter (k) [S00-mile (mi)] wide area (Bailey 1928, Phillips ¢t al.
1964, Oberholser 1974, Sanor O. Williams, New Mexico Depariment of Game and Fish, in li.
1991).

in Mexico, the eastern and western populations are separated by the highlands of the Sierra
Madre Oriental and Qccidental, and the Mexican Platcau. The pygmy-owl is considered rare
on the Mexican Plateaw and/or 2bove elevations of 1,200 m (4,000 ft) on the west, and above
300 m {1,000 fr} on the east (Friedman gf a]. 1950). Scme sources describe the eastern and
weslern ranges as contiguons at the southern end of 163 range, near the southern end of the
Mexican Plateau in central Mexico (Johnsgard 1988). Other sources describe these two ranges
as being disjunct (Burton 1973). In his description of the subspecies, van Rossem (1337) found
that Texas specimens exhibited chatacteristics of both G. b. cactorut and G. b. ridgwayi,
Ultimately, he did not assign Texas ferruginous pygmy-owls to G. b, cactoqum, hut noted that
Ridgway {1914, in Vao Rossem 1937) considered thesm distinct from G. b. ridwayj. and left the
taxonomy of Texas pygmy-owls to be G. b, cactorum {e.g., Oberholser 1974, Millsap and
Tohnsan L328).

In addition to geographic separation, the pygswy-twl's easterr and westemn populations gccupy
different habitats. Although some broad similarities in habitat physiognomy are appazent f¢.g.,
dense woodlands and thickets), floristically these castern and western hebitais are very
dissimilar, The deseriscrub and thornserub associations in Arizona and western Mexico are
unlike any habitats occupied by the pygmy-owl in eastern Mexico and southern Texas. Also,
the vak assoeiation havitar occupied on coastal plains in southérn Texas is unlike any habitay
available in the western portion of the pygmy-owl's range. However, the Tamaulipan
Thornscrub habicat of the east 2 the riverbottom mesquite-cottonwood bosque habital coce
found in Arizona are more similar in physiognomy and to a slight degree in floristic makeup.

The potential for genstic distinetoess further supports a distinction berween eastern and westem
pygmy-ow! populations. The fact that the pygmy-owl is nonmigratory throughout its ranpe
suggests that genetic mixing across wide areas may be infrequent, Considerable vasiation in
plumage between regional populations has been noted, including specific distinctions between
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Arizona and Texas pygmy-owls (van Rossem 1937, Burton 1973, Tyler and Phillips 1978,
Johnsgard 1934).

The above information indicates that eastern and western poptlazions of the cactus ferruginous
pyamy-owl are distinct, based on geographic isolation, distribution and status of habitat, and
potentiaf morphological and genetic distinctness, Further, the status of the subspecies in Mexico
is currently unclear (see discussion wnder “Factor A" below).

To date, the Service is aware of orly one genetic sudy completed 0a pygmy-owls in the Uniled
States. Using toe clippings or blood samples, Zink gt al. (1996) extracted DNA from pygmy-
owls on the Norizs Division of the King Ranch and from Ric Coronra, Tamaufipas, Mexico.
Data obtained- from this study Indicate that there is very lide genetic difference between birds
on the King Ranch and those in Tamaulipas, Mexico, and the authors concluded that any division
between e two populations would therefore have occurred recently, lkely within the last 75
years.

C, Populaticn stability

Environmental stochasticity, demographic stochasticity, phes, and genetic stochasticity
are recognized s jnteracting factoss that might contribute to a population's extinction (Hunter
1895). Environmental stochasticity refers to zandom varation in habitat quality parameers such
as ¢limate, nutrients, water, ¢cover, pollutants, and relationships with other species such as prey,
predators, competiters, or pathogens, Demographic stochasticity is uncertainty due 10 randofa
variation in reproductive success and survivorship of individvals. Catastrophes are events such
as droughts or burricanes that occur randomiy. Genetic stochasticity is the random varlation in
gene frequencies of a population due 10 genetic drift, botlenecks, inbreeding, and similar
factors, When these factors interact with one another, there are {ikely to be positive feedback
lonps, or “snowballing” of effects, such that & randony environmental change Jike habital
fragmentation can result in popufation and genetic changes by preventing dispersal, These
factors are much more likely to cause extinction when a species’ numbers are already extremely
low. The smal), fragmented population of pygmy-owls in Arizona does not have the abiliey (o
resist change of dramatic fuctuations over time caised by ong or more of the factors mentioned
above,

IV, Status and distribution

A. Reasons for listing and range wide trend

1. The present or threatened destryction, modjfication. or curtailment of its habitat of range.
The pypmy-owl is threatened by past, pressnt, and potential future destruction and medification
of its hebitat, throughous a significant portion of its range in the 1.5, and, to a less weli-known
extent, in portions of its range in Mexica (Phillips ¢t al. 1964, Oberholser 1974, Johnson ¢t al.
1979, Monson and Phiilips 1981, Johnson and Haight 19853, Hunter 1988, Jahrsdoerfer and
Leshic 1988, Millsap and Johnson 1988, Ditto 1993, Tewes 1993, Mays 1996). The severity
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of habitat loss and threars varies across the pygmy-owl's range. Population numbers have been
draglically reduced in Arizona, which once constituted its major U.S. range. In Texas, the
pyguiy-ow! has been viruaily excirpated frGa the lpwer Rio Grande valley but persists in gak
associations ar the coasta) plain north of the Rio Grande valley. The majority of these losses
are dug 10 destruction 2nd modification of riparian and thornserub habitats, 1t is estimared hat
betwesn 85 (o 90 percent of low-elevation riparian habirats in the southwestern U.S. have becn
modifisd or lost. These afterations and losses are atiributed to wiban and agriculiural
encrodchment, woodcutting, water diversion and impoundment, channelization, livestock
OVergrazing, graundwater pumping, and hydrologic changes resulting from various fand-use
praclices (e.g,, Phillips ¢f al. 1964, Catothers 1977, Kusier 1985, AGFD 1988, DOJ 1088,
General Accounting Office 1988, Jalwsdoerfer and Leslie 1988, Szaro 1989, Daht 1950, State
of Arizong 1990, Bakre 1991), Stams Information for Mexico is very limited, but some
observalions suggest that although habitat loss and reduced rummbers are lkely to have ccourred
in nonthern portions of the two subspecies in Mexico, the pygmy-owl persists as 2 Jocally
common bird in southern portions of Mexico. Habitat loss and population status are summarized
below for the four populations of the pygmy-owl.

The trend of Sonoran Desertscrub habitats and pygmy-owl occupancy is not as clear. Historical
records from this habitat in Arizona are fow. This may be due to disproportionate collecting
along vivers where Tumaus were concentrated, while the upland deserts were Jess intensively
surveyed.  Johnson and Haight (1985a) suggested that the pyginy-owl adapted to upland
associations and xereriparian habitats in cesponse to the demise of Arizona's riverbotrom
woodlands. However, conclusive evidence to support this hypothoss is not avaifable. Tt may
be that desertscrup habitets simply are of Jesser quality and have always been ccoupied by
pygmy-owls 4t lower frequency and density (Johnson and Height 1985b, Taylor 1986). While
historical records of pygmy-ewls do exist for Sonoran Desertserub in aress such as the Santa
Cataling foothills, they generally note that the birds are rare in these areas (Kimball 1921).

The pygmy-ewl has declined throughout Arizona to the degree that it is now exiremely limjted
in distribution in the State (Davis and Russell 1979, Johnson ¢t al. 1979, Monson and Phillips
1981, AGFD 1988, Johnson-Duncan et f. 1988, and Millsap and Johnson 1988). Riverbottom
forgsts and bosques, which supported the greatest abundance of pygmy.owls, have been
extensively modified and destroyed by clearing, usbanization, waer management, and
Tydrologica! changes (Willard 1912, Brown ot 3. 1977, Rea 1983, Szare 1980, Balire 1991,
Stromberg et al. 1692, Stramberg 1993). Cutting for fc and fndustrial fuclwood was 50
exlensive throughout southern Arlzong that, by the late 19th century, siparian forests within tens
of miles of towns and mines had been decimaied (Bahre 1991). Mesquite was a favored species,
beeause of jts excellent fuel qualities. The famous, vast forests of *‘giant mesquites* aleng the
Santa Cruz River in the Tucson area deseribed by Swarth (19G5) and Willard (1912) fell to this
threat, as did the “'heavy mesquite thickets” where Bendire (1888} collected pygmy-ow!
specimens along Riflito Creek, a Santa Cruz River tributary, also in what is now Tucson, Only
remnant fragments of these bosques remain, Couonwoods were also felfed for fuelwood,
fenceposts, and for the bark, which was vsed as cattle feed (Bahre 19%1). In recent decades,
the pygmy-ow!’s riparian habitat has continued 1o be modified and destroyed by agricultural
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p ng P and general watershed degradation (Phillips gt 8]
1964, Brown gt al. 1977, State of Arizona 1990, Bahre 1991, Saomberg g al. 1992, Strombeig
1993). Sonoran Deserterub has been affected 1o varying degroes by urban and agricuirural
development, woodculting, and livestock grazing (Bahre 1991),

deve) woodrulting, urban

1n addition to clearing woodlands, pumping of growndwater and the diversion and channelization
of natura] watcrootrsés are also likely to have reduted pygiy-owl habitat, Diversion and
punying sesult in diminished surface flows, and consequent reductions in ripatian vegetation ate
likely {Brown ¢ a1. 1077, Stromberg et pl. 1992, Strombery 1993). Channelization often aliers
streain banks and fuvial dynamics necessary to maintaln native riparian vegelation. The series
of dams along most major southwestern rivers (e.8., the Colorado, Gila, Salt, and Verde) have
altered riparian habitat downstream of dams through hydrological and vegetational changes, and
have imindated habitat upstrea.

Livestock overgrazing in riparian habitats is one of the most comumon causes of riparian
depradation (e.g., Ames 1977, Carvthers 1977, Behnke and Raleigh 1978, Forest Service 1979,
General Accounting Office 1988). Effects of overgrazing include changes if plant community
struciure, species composition, relative species abundance, and plant density, These changes are
often linked 10 more widespread changes fn watershed hydrology (Brown gt gl. 1977, Rea 1983,
GAQ 1988), and ate Bkely to affect the habitat characterisiics critical to the pygmy-owl.

2. Qvenuiitization for recceational purposes, The pygmy-ow! is highly sought by hird watchers,
who concentrate at several of the remsaining known locations of pygmy-owls in the United Stated.
Limited, carefis! bird watching is probably not harmful; however, excessive attention by bird
walchers may at limes constitute harassment and affect the occurrence znd behavior of the
pygray-owl (Oberhotser 1974, Tewes 1993). For example, in early 1993, one of the few areas
in Texas knowa 1o support the pygmy-owl continted to be widely publicized {American Birding
Association 1993). The resident pygmy-owls were detected at this highly-visited area only catly
in the breeding season and then disappeared, O'Neil (1990) also indicated that five birds
initially detected in southern Texas failed to respord after repeated visits by birding tours.
Oberholser (1974) and Hunter (1988} additionatly indicsted that, in southern Texas, recreational
birdwatching may disiurb owls at highly visited areas,

3. Diseasc or Predation, One disease potentially affecting the pygmy-owl, a5 idemtified by the
AGFD (D. Shroufe, g fitr. 1996), is trichomoniasis. Because owls peey on finches, sparrows,
atd other seed-eating birds known to carsy trichomoniasis, they have a higher risk of contracting
the discase. According to Boal and Mannan (1996), raptors in urban areas experience a higher
exposure rate to trichomoniasts, and the result is high mortality of raplor nestlings. No studies
have been completed 10 date on the pygmy-ow! in urban or gther areas fo determing if, in faet,
Pygmy-owls have been affected by this disease,

Recent work by Provdfoot (1596) indicates that snake predation may be an additionaf factor
adversely affecting the pygwy-owl population in Texas gn the Norias Division of the King
Ranch. Proudfoot noted that niest baxes previously containing egps would later be discovered
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empty, without sufficicnt time baving elapsed to allow for fledging to occur, A lack of egg shell
remains in nest boxes may indicate that spakes have predated vesis containing pygmy-ow! eggs.
Although long-tailed wease!s (Mustela frensta) also oceur in this study azea, the tack of ¢gg shelt
remains andd the nest box configuration indicate that weasels are not likely to have eaten the
eggs. Nest boxes are typically 14 % (4 x 46 om (5.5 x 5.5 x 18 in) with a 5.13 ¢m (2.0 in)
entrance hole placed 31 ¢m (12 inj above the box battom.

Proudfvot {1996} has observed the indigo snake (Dgymgarchon gorajs) climbing trees on the King
Ranch and noles that the indigo snake is known o prey on cavity nesting green-checked Amazon
parrols {Amazona yiridigenalis). Proudfoot netes that, from 1993 1w 1996, eight out of 112
available nest boxes {or 232 nest box opportunities) were used, Where flashing was placed
avound tees Lo prevent the possibiiity of predation by snakes, egps were not disturbed, For the
four nest boxes left way d, thiee were predated before the egps hatched, while one was
predated following hatching, Prowdfoot further noted that fecandity (the pember of young
successfully raised per year), for natural cavitles was approximately one-thivd it of fecundicy
for nest boxes, and speculates that eggs and birds in natural cavities were likely to have been
predated by both snakes amd {ong-tailed weasels, resulting in a lower fecundity rate (G.
Proudfoot, pers. comm. 1996).

4. i inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
(16 U.S.C. 703-712) is the only disect, carrent Federal protection provided for the ¢actus
ferruginous pygmy-owl, The MBTA prodibils "take™ of any migraory bird, “Take™ is defined
a5 *... tp pursue, huat, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collegt, or attempt to parsoe, hund,
shoot, wound, ki), trap, capture, or collect”. However, unlike the Endangered Species Act,
there are no provisions it the MBTA preveming habitar destruction unless diveer tortality or
destiuction of active nests occur.

‘The Federal Clean Water Act contains provisions for regulating impacts 2o river sysiems and
thelr tributaries. These mechardsms have been insufficient 10 prevent major losses of iparian
habitat, including habitats oceupied by the pygmy-awl.

The Barry M. Geldwaier Range, which overlaps the historical distributional range of the pygmy-
owl, has an existing policy stating that, for any specics that have been identified as State or.
Federal species of concern, the range will be inventoried, and potential impatts 1o those species
amalyzed with other information gathered. Projects can then be medified to avoid or minimize
impacts to the species, The Goldwater Range also has identified any habitats that are unique or
significant on the range, including desert washes, bajadas, and dunes. The Goldwater Range
additionally has the flexibility to ereate management plane for Any species of concern; however,
no sech policy currently exists for the pygmy-owl,

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monusnens (OPCHMY), the second major location for pygmy-owls
in the State of Arizona, provides protection for he pygmy-owl, as it does for all other natural
andt cultural resources.  This protection has been compared as similar to the takings prohibitions
of the MBTA and wildfife mking regulations for the State of Arizona (H. Smith, jn ligt. 1996).
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The State of Arizona lists the ferruginous pygmy-ow! (subspecies not defined) as endangered
{AGFD 1935). However, this designation does not provide special regulatocy protection.
Arizona regulaes the capture, handling, transportation, and take of most wildlife, including G.
b. cactgrum, through game faws, special licenses, and permits for scientific tnvestigation. There
are ne provisions for habitat protection under Arizona endangered species law.

Most Federal agencies have policies to protect species listed by Staies as threatened or
esdangered, and some alse protect specles that are r.'and:dalcs for Pederal listing. However,
until ngensles develop  specific p tuate their effecti and

their impl ion, it fs in whether any gemera) agency policies
adequately project the pygmy-owl and its habitat,

No conservalion plans or habitat restoration projests specific to the cactus ferruginous pygmy-
owl exist for lands managed by the U.5. Government, Native American entities, State agencics,
or private partits, The Forest Service, Burat of Land Management, and Bureau of
Reclamation have focused some atiention on modifying livestock grazing pmctlcu in Tecent
years, particularly as lh.ey affect Hiparian £LOSYstems. Several ol‘ these projects are in the former
range of the pygmy-owl, ding some ical nesting 1 In addition, some private
landowners in Southern Texas are aoconnnodalmg and funding research and have expressed an
Interest in carrying out conservation medsires 10 benefit the pygmy-owl.

5. Qther natwval or wnnatural factors affecting its continued existence, Environmental
hasricil i hastici and genetic stochasticity are recoghized
a5 lmcracung factors that might oonmbme toa pa;pulauon s extinction (Humer 1996).

In addition, the daiz indicate low Jevels of genatic variztion in the pygmy-owls. Populations
wn.houl geneuc vmauon are often constemd imperiled due {o either the effects of low
4 chances of § ng, or both {Soule 1986, Meffe and Carrolt

1999,

Pesticides may pose an additional threst to the pygmy-owl, as it otcurs in floodplain areas that
are now Iaggely agriculwral. Jahrsdocrfer and Leslie (1988) note that > 100 pesticides are used
o0 agrisuituna) erops Yhroughout the lower Rio Grande Valley, with use beginning in the late
1940s.  Pesticide application occurs year- round., Beumsc eraps, such as ¢otton, are grown
repeatedly year after year, an of P may tesult,

Pesticide contamiratior is described as “widespread™ thacughout the jntand watcrs of the lower
Rio Orande Valley, and includes concentrations of DDT, dieldrin, endrin, lindane, endoguifsn,
Guthioa, and PCBy which exceeded 1976 BPA ctileria for propagation of fish and witdlife.
Without appropriate precautions, these agents may potentially affect pygmy-owis through direct
toxicity or effcets on their food base. No guantitative data on the effects of this potential threat
on the pygmy-owl are known at this time, however, the effects of pesticides sueh a5 DDT on
the reproductive suceess of other bird species ave well knows.
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The pysmy-owl nests in cavities excavated by woodpeckers in teees or [arge cactf, Some
sources (AGED 1988) believe that increasing competition with exotic Eusopean starling (Sturmyus
yulgaris) for nest cavities may be a threat to cavity nesters like the pygmy-owl. Starlings were
first reported as oceurzing in Arizona in 1946 (Monson 1948),

An additional potential threat to the pygimy-owl is low recruitment. Recruitment is the pumber
of young who survive long enough to leave the nest per pesting attempt. Proudfoot (1996) found
through a study of four active nest cavities that only one was successful in fledging young. The
recruitment rate for this study was therefore 1.0 (four nesting aiterpts with four young fledging
from one nest, while the other three nests failed). We do ot know what recruitment tate would
be niecessary for the pygmy-owi because of the lack of information on reproduction, longevity,
nataiity, and mortality for this subspecics. However, Proudfoct estimated that, based on
information for the eastern sereech owl (Qus asic}, 2 recruitment rate of 2,25 was necessary for
% stable pygmy-owl population.

B, Future threats

Potential furure threats 1o pygmy-owl habitat in Arizona persist.  Thuough the public comaent
period, the Service was made aware of five specitlc hausing #nd development projects operating
or in the planning stages that would affect habitat where the majority of bisds In Arizona
curtently exis. Housing and industrial development continue 10 expand in the Tucson area, ind
the northwest portion of the Tucson area is exgerienting 1apid prowth, It was estimated that
only 60 percent of the people living in the Tucson anea ace in the City of Tucson itself, even
though the city Yimits continue to be expanded 1o keep up with urban expansion (Sierra Club
1988, Duane Shroufe, AGFD, [n Jilt. 1696).

The AGFD (D. Sbroufe, in 1ilf. 1996} has estimated the sumber of suitable habitat acres (sc)
in the northwest Tueson area, whete the majority of birds for the western population are found,
10 be 22,032 hectares (ha) (54,400 ac). Surveys completed in 1996 covered 44.2 kny' (17,0 mi®y
of this area (Abbate 1996). The AGFD notes that, while 60 percent of this fand is in-State Trust
or BLM ownership, much of the Jane may be subject 10 developaent as the Town of Maranz
is developing a General Plan for future growth that may ncorporate these areas. In addition,
the BLM is evaiuating & proposa) to sell alk of its land within this aea 10 a developer,

At Organ Pige Cacs National Monument, potential threats inchude the increased risk of wildfire
agsocialed with invasion of the Organ Pipe Cactus National Momunent by non-native grasses
such as red brome (Bromus tectprom) and buffelgrass (Pennisatum ciliare). An additional threat
i this area 33 the increasing visitation and through-waffic from the interpationaj port of entry
at Lukeville (8. Smith, i Jitt, 1956},

Tn addition, ¢xpanding human populations in the border region are expecied 10 continue 1o
incroase impacts and threats discussed above. Further, extensive industrial, municipal, and
agricultural developments facilitaled by NAFTA are anticipated along the U.S.-Mexico
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International border. These developments may result in accelerated habitat loss and demandy
on groundwater.

Further, because the pygmy-owl is nonmigeaiory, there may be an additional limitatien on the
flow of genetic material between populations which may reduce the chance of demographic and
genetic rescue from immigration from adjacent populations.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

The environmentat baseline includes past and present impacts of ali Federal, Stte, or private
attions in the action aves, the anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal actions in the action
area that have underpone foxmal or early section 7 consultation, and the jmpact of State and
private actions which are contemporaneous with the consultation process. The environmental
basebine defines the current status of the species and its habitat in the actipn area 10 provide 2
platform to assess the effects of the action now urder consuftation.

t fong-siosed b

‘The fesser Jong-nosed bat 35 a seasonal resident in the monumesx, visiting botween April and
September. In 1989, the largest known maternicy colony hn the United States, consisting of
approximately 20,000 bats, was discovered roosting in an abandoned mine adit near Alamo
Canyon. The Park Service has instituted an annual monitoring program to obtain dats on the
colony including its size, productivity, diet, and habiat requirements. However, ma monitoring
results were provided for the consultation.

Sonoran gronghom

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monament is within the historic and current range of the Sonoran
pronghorn. Prior 1o a reqent verified sighting of rwo pronghorn just west of State Route BS near
the Alamo Canyon road in mid-August 19935, the last verified observation of 2 pronghom near
this Righway was a carcass found on Aje Mountaln Drive in 1972, There is an wnconfirmed
repost of four Sonoran pronghom crassing SR 85 in August 1993, approximately 1.5 ki nosth
of the smonument visitor center, Although observations along SR 85 have been limited i recent
decades, pronghom were supposeély 1ot uncommon along the highway and throughout the
Songyta Valley as recertly as the 1960s. Long-time residents reported seeing mere Songran
pronghorn along the highway near Ajo and south in the Valley of the Ajo in previous decadss,

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-ow]

Organ Pipe National Monument 3 within the historic range of the pygiay-ow! and is one of the
few places in Arizona whete owls are consistently delerted.  Pygmy-owl preseace has besn
surveyed within the action area since 1977 when fwo pairs were recorded. In 1982, one pair
of pypmy-pwls was found followed by two pairs in 1985, and one individual was found in 1992,
No pygmy-owls were confirmed in the action area during any of the & surveys conducted
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between November 1594 and April 1997, However, cne probable and one poss.ible pygmy-owl
were detected along with uncontiymed sightings in 1955 and 1996 (Tim Tibbitts pers compt.
1997).

ERFECTS OF THE ACTION
Lessor long-nosed bat

Thsee zctions proposed in the plan have the potential to increase visitor use in the Alamo
Canyon area and could possibly leed 1o taman distutbance at the nearby maternity roost. These
actions include: expanding the campground by four sites, establishing a formal day-use parking
area within the existing roadbed, and formalizing an existing social trail (zn old road sear} inta
a designated treil. Mo restriciions would be placed on visitor use of the Alamo Canyon area.

Lesser long-nosed bat colonies appear 10 be sensitive to humen distuthasce, The highly
gregarious roosting behavior of the losses long-posed bat makes it vulnerable to catastroplic
population loss cansed by human disturbance, Sach disturbance ¢ould have potentially adverse
effects on the species’ survival i€ it vesulted in abandonment of a major roost or decline in
juvenile survivorship ot recruitment, The proximity of the maternity roost (0 Alamo Canyon
Campground, located 2.25 miles away, coupled with the fact that featares such as mine adits are
attragtive destinations for hikers, i the potensial for human-induced disturbance at the
roost site. The Park Service staed that previous inslicetions are that fittle, i any, visitation
presently occurs al the site, particularly at the time of year whea bats ase presert, Specifically,
the Park Service stated that i the past five years, Monument staff have suspected only thres ot
four unauthorized entties, and disturbance of the resident bais was detected only once in 19935,
when barn owls were found nesting in the adit and preying om the bats.

The entrance fo Gie adi is currently fenced with four-steand barbed wire and signed in both
Spanish and English 25 a dangerous site. To prohibit entry, the Park Service proposes a more
pertnanent clasure 10 minimize potential distarhance on the maternity colony, A “bat friendly”
grate would be placed at ¢ach opening of the-adit that would allow bats upimpeded access 1o the
mine’s- intgrior, while prohibiting human entry.

Sonoran pronghoss

Observations of pronghotn movements suggest that traffic along SR 85 may act as 2 barrier
pronghorn, restricting their moveraents 1o ateas £ast of e highway. Not only is the highway
a possible deterrent to expanding pronghorn populath but the 1esulting modified behavi
patlerns may lead 10 3 reduction in genetic exchange, reduced viability, and the ability te adapt
to environmental change,

To reduce wildlife mortality and habitat fragmentation along SR 88, the Park Service proposes
] wm:k with stale and federal agencies to develop a research program examining the effectiventss
of various traditional ad innovative measures aimed at Teducing witdlife mortality and facititating
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safe passage across the roadway, Some of the traditional methods to be examined include bridge
construction and placement of aversized culverts bencath the roadway; vegetation removal along.
wad shoulders; and educating motorists about wildlife use of the road corridor through varipus
interpretive media, including road sigas and wayside exhibits. Because fenced highways have
been shown to fragment pronghorn habitat and isolate herds, the Park Service doos not support
theit use 1o keep animals off SR &85 or to guide them to culvents. Because the effectiveness of
techniques varies, the Park Service would net rety oo any one method exclusively. Measures
proven to be effective would be applied on 2 fimited basis and further envirenmental amlysis
completed before expanding their use on a broader scale. In the meantime, the Pack Sesvice
would continoe working with the Arizona Department of Transpertation towards enforcing the
existing speed (n the Monumest,

The Pack Service examined the effectiveniess of varicus mitigation strategios at reducing the
barrier that State Route 85 currendy presents to pronghorn. Eleven methods traditionally used
to decrease wildlife-vehicle acoidents and faciiitate safe passage across highways were examnined.
‘These methods included driver education, speed and traffic volume reductions, vegetation removal
along road shoulders, o ion of underp and overpasses, and the use of feicing,
tighting, warning signs, reflectors, and ulirasonic devices,

Several methods were dismissed by the Park Service from further consideration due to their
impracticality {e.g., installaion of witrasonic devices on- vebicles), or because of their
incompatibitity with the Monument's wildemess values (¢.g., highway lighting would be 3 sourge
of light pollution and degrade. night sky visibility; overpasses wobid provide a visual intrusion
that would be conspicuous from many miles away. Other measores were dropped frem
consideration duc to public controversy and because they were beyond the Park Servics's control
{e.g., speed Yimir reductions; reducing traffic volume by rerouting non-monument traffic outside
the park). Because fenced highways have been shown to fragment pronghorn habitat and Bsolate
herds, this techrique was also dismissed from further stedy by the Patk Service. The Park
Service did consider driver education, construction of underpasses, vegetation removat along road
shaulders, and wse of warming signs and reflectors for implementation.

Vepetation removal along rozd shoulders would cause tirther habisat lesses and sy increase the
barrier that SK 85 presents to pronghora.  Although bridge construction and culvert placement
would focus o arcas of known wildiife use, such 25 xeroriparian corridors (i.e., washes), some
pronghorn may have difficuity locating or may simply tefuse 10 enter culverts. Moreover, any
gains experienced by ensuring safe passage across the highway could be offset by 2 polentist
increase in predator-related mortality. Such structures could serve as a predator trap, allowing
mountain liens and coyotes to fully ambush prenghorn at culvert openings. Because
pronghorn, like other animalg, are not restricted to xeroriparisn habitats, the Park Service
believes that ingreased efforts to educale motorists and enforce the sxisting speed limit may have
the west fmpact on reducing the potential for vehicle-related mortality,

The Park Service stated that despite efforts to cducate motorists, enforee the existing speed limit,
and create underpasses to facilitate safe passage across State Route 85, such measures iy do
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linle in alleviating the barrier that cxisting and furuce wraffic patterns will pres¢at to Sonoran
pronghorn.  Pronghorn may still avoid the highway corridor due to the visual and noise
disturbance associated with the heavy volume of traffic traveling at high speeds. Although
response of Sencran pronghorn to moving vehicles and other ground-based activities has not been
rigorously investigated, some information exists.

DeVos (1989} § igated the relationship of il g Sonoran pronghorn lecalities to the
groximity of "concentcated militaty activities” on the Goldwater Range. Numbers of localities
were found 10 be greater than expected particulasly in areas within 200 meters of military zones
and were less than expected in areas 1,600 to 6,400 meters from military zones. The author
attributed the Iatter to the fact that many pronghorn were initiglty captured on the Cabeza Prieia
NWR and at Crgan Pipe Cactus National Monument, at points distant from military activity, and
would ot be expected to cocur near military zones. The zuthor conclades that "it appears that
the data from radio-collared pronghom indicates that the presence of a military usc zone is not
a factor in determining habitat use by Sonoran pronghom.” However, as the author noted in
mgards to the paucily of localities at points distant from military zones, the localities of

d apimals are probably related to the point of initial capture. Moreover, the use
patterns and movements of the telemetered animals may or may not be representative of Sonoran
pronghore in generzl. The data presented by de'Vos (1989} do show that pronghern can be found
very close to and within areas of intensive military use. However, it does not indicate whether
animads alter habjtal vse patierns oF avold, 10 some degree, active military zones.

Bvidence suggests that ground-based activities, such as those of troops and vehicles at ground-
support areas are fikely to affect pronghomn habitac use. Soncran pronghorn typieally become
alarmed and flee if hurnans on foot or vehicles approach closely {LLaura Thompson-Olais, pers.
comm, 1996). Wright and deVos (1986) noted that Sonoran pronghom exhibit "a heightened
Tesponse to human traffic® as compared to other subspecies of pronghorn. They noted that “once
aware of an ¢bserver, Soagran pronghomn are quick to leave the area, Ont herd was observed
1 % hours later 18 kilometers north of the initial obsesvation in October 1984, Other pronghorn
have run untif out of the observer's sight when disturbed.” Hughes and Smith (1996) noted that
on all but one occasion, pronghorn tar from their vehicle and continued Lo run until they were
out of sight. Locality records suggest that Senoran pronghom may avoid towns, highways,
agriculture, and fences. All of this information indicates that Soporan pronghorn would be
expected to avoid areas where human use is occurring. [n addition, encampments and years of
repeated use by vehicles and woops have caused considerable surface disturbance and areas of
“moondust” or highly eroded soils in ground-support areas (Dames and Moore 1995). This
disturbance would be expected to reduce both perennizl and ephemeral forage availabilicy,
Sonoran pronghorm move, in part, in tesponse to forage availability (Wright and deVos 1986);
thus areas of intensive ground activities may be avoided by pronghorn because of reduoed forage
availability a5 well as to avoid interactions with humans. In addition, oil and other hazardous
aterials spills could damape vegetation and create hazards for pronghorn and other animals.

Disturbance and flight of ungulates are known to result in a variety of physiotogical effects that
are adverse, incloding ¢levated metabolism, lowered body weight, reduced fetus survival, and
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withdrawal from suitable habitat (Geist 1971}, Mule deer disturbed by snowmebiles and humans
on foot expended fram 6.2 to 5.0 percent of their daily metabolizable energy in each encounter
(Freddy et al. 1986). Frequent disturbance imposes 2 burden on the encrgy and nutrient supply
of animals (Geist 1978), which may be exacerbated in harsh enviconments suck as the Goldwates
Range. Repeated stimufl commonly leads to habituation and teduced response (Harris 1943);
however, animals should habituate reluctantly to stimufi that pose 2 threat (MacArthur et al.
1975). "White-tailed deer, mule deer, and mountain sheep Jid not exhibit signs of habituation 1o
persons on foot (Freddy et al. 1986, MacAmhur er al. 1982, Moen et al, 1982). The
physiological cesponses of Senoran pronghorn $o uman disturbance has not been stdied;
however, these and other ungulate studies suggest that human disturbance may result in a nuraber
of adverse physiological changes,

A continued increase in traffic {evels slong highway 85 due, in pant, to an anticipated increase
in Monument visitation, may adversely affect the Soncmn pranghori by cnmmumg 10 restrict

pronghorn movements, which could lezd to a reduction in genetic nge and th E]
reduction in viability of the already small popuiation.

Cactys feruginous -0

Two actions proposed in the plan fave the potential to increase visitor use in the Alamo Canyon
area, and therefore increase disturbance to the pygmy-owl. These actions include: establishing
a formal day-use parking area within the existing roadbed, and formalizing an existing social trail
(an old road sear) into a designated trail. No restrictions would be placed on visitor use of the
Alamo Canyon arca.

Because of the extremely low known pygmy-owl population levels, any action with the potential
to distrh habitat known to be important to the pygmy-owl, could have detrimental effects on the
owl's continued gxistence in Arizona. Such disturbance could have potentially adverse effects
on the species’ survival if it resulied in habitat alteration, nest abandonment, or simply
disturbance of the normal behavior patterns of adult owls. An increase in visitation could result
in any of the above. However, the establishment of a formal day-use parking arez and a formal
trail is likely 1o keep habitat degradation to 2 minimum by encouraging visitors ta park in the
designated parking area and to stay on the traif. A very low level of take through harassment by
visitors walking within territories i§ expected.

The Monument plans to conduct a feasibility study 10 determnine if any campsites could be added
at Alamo Canyon Wash. The Service believes a well planned feasibility study that includes a
research program ainted at learning more about the bird will bave beneficial effects on the
conservation of this species. It is estimated that the number of pygmy-owls in Arizona is an
estimated 11 individuals in 1997. In such low numbers, it would be impossible for the owls ta
occupy zll suitable habitat. If we can determine what vegetation parameters sre selected by the
pygmy-owls, we witl be more able to identify areas that need to be protected, Cominuing to aker
suitablz pygmy-ow] habitat would preclude the owl's recovery because, as the population began
1o increase, the owls would have aie place to which they could emigrate,
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects include the effeots of future State, local or private 2ctions that are reasonably
cetain Lo oceur in the sction area considered in this biological opinion, Puture Federal sctions
that are unrelated Lo the proposed action are not considered in this section becawse they require
separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of ESA. No non-federal actions are expected within
the action 2rea.

CONCLUSION

After reviewing the curren status of the lesser long nosed bar, the Sonoren pronghomn and the
cactus fermpinous pygmy-owl, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the
propesed action and the cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological apinion that the action,
as propesed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the lesser long-nosed bat, the
Saaoran pronghorr, ot the cackes ferrugmons pygmy-owl, No gritical habitat has been designated
for these species, thezefore, none will be affecied,

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Sections 4(d) and 9 of ESA, as amended, prohibit taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species
of fish or wildlife without a special exemption. Harm is further defined to include significdin
habitat modification or degradation that resulis in death or injuty to listed species by significantly
impairig behavioral patterms such as breeding, fesding, or sheltering. Harass Is defined as
actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly
disrupt nprmal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited 1o, breeding, feeding or
sheliering, Incidental take is any 1ake of listed animal species that results from, but is not the
porpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity conducted by the Federal agency or the
applicant. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), teking that is incidental to and
not intended a3 part of the agency action is not considered a prohibited taking provided that such
taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement.

The measvres described below are non-discretionary, and must be imp ited by the agency
so that they become binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the applicant, as
appeopriate, in order for the excmption in section T(o}2) to apply. The Nationat Park Service
has a continuing duty 1o regulate the activity covered by this incidental take statement. If the
National Park Scrvice (1) fails to require the applicant ¢ adhere to the terms and conditions of
the incidental take statement through enforceable tezms that are 2dded to the permit or grant
document, andfor {2) fails to retain oversight to ensure compliance with these terms and
conditions, the protective coverage of section T(o}(2) may lapse.

3
AMOUNT OR EXTENT OF TAKE

The Service anticipates incidentz! take of lesser Jong-nosed bats wild be difficult to detect becanse
the species is wide-ranging, crepuscular, has small body size; finding a dead or impaired
specimen is unlikely; Iosses may be masked by seasomal fluctuations in numbers; and the species
aceurs in habitat that makes detection difficult. However, the following level of take of this
specics cab be anticipated. Take iy expected to oecur if wnauthorized human disturbance of the
Toost occurs. If, through continuing monitoting efforts, the Park Service discovers that at least
one wnauthorized entry to the roost has occurred, then re-initiation regarding this project is
required.

The Service anticipates incidental take of Sonoran pronghoms will be difficult to detect because
the species is wide-ranging: finding a dead or impaired specimen ig unlikely; losses may be
masked by seasonal fluctuations in numbers; and the species is sparsely distributed in habitar that
makes detection difficelt. However, the following level of take of this species can be anticipated.
Injury or death of Sonoran pronghorn associated with tzaffic on State Reute 85 can be expected
{0 ocour. §n the event that at least one Somoran pronghorm is injured or killed due 1o traffic using
State Route 85, then re-initiation regarding this project is required.

The Service anticipates incidental take of cactus formaginous pygmy-owls wil be ditficuls to deest
because specics numbers are extremely Jow and barzssment is difficult ro document. The Service
anticipates 15 instances of incidental take of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owls through harassment
of individuals nesting or foraging in the arca during the life of the project, If, through continufig
menitoring efforts, the Park Service discovers that this level is exceeded, then re-initiation
regarding this project is required.

1f, during the course of the action, the amount or extent of the Incidental take anticipated is
excecded, the Park Service must zeinitiate consultation with the Service immediately to avold
viokation of section 9. Operations must be stopped in the intezim: period between the initiation
and completion of the new ltation if it is determined that the impact of the additional taking
will cause an irreversible and adverse impact on the species, &3 required by 50 CER 402.14(i}.
An explanstion of the causes of the taking should be provided 10 the Service.

EFFECT OF THE TAKE

Fn the accompanying b{olqgical opition, the Service determined that this level of anticipated take
is vot fikely to result in jeopardy to the lesser Jong-nosed bat and the Sonoran prorghorn or
destruction or adverss modification of critical habitat.

REASONABLE AND PRUDENT MEASURES

The Service beijeves the following ble and prudent
appropriate 10 mininize take of lesser long-nosed bats:

are necessary and
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1. Moritoring of the roost for presence and abundance of bals as well 23 for detertion of
wnauthorized fuman disturbance will continve.

2, Bxisting structures intended to prevent hortized hurnen disturt will be maintained
and improved as mecessary,

3, No bat gates will be installed au the voost until it is clearly appropriate 1o do so.

‘The Service believes the following reasongble and prudent measures are nccessary and
sppropriate to minimize take of Sonoran pronghorm:

4. The Park Service will work with other agensies to develop and implement appropriate
actions to reduce the effects of current and future teaffic pattorms on Sctate Route 85 on
Sonoran pronghorm.

S. The fences along the borders of the Monument will be modified to better facilitate passage
of Songran pronghom through them.

on

. The Park Service will educate motorists sbout the Yulnerability of Sonoran pronghorm to
traffic.

7. The Park Service will monitor use and restrict access where necessary to minimize the
potential for diswrbance 10 Sonoran pronghors.

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measures are nccessary and
appropriate to minimize take of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owls:

8. The feasibility study must evaloale the effects of human presence on pygmy-owls in the
Alamo Canyon campground.

9. If pygmy-owis are deiwcted along walls of other visited sites, the Park Service and the
Service will enoperatively establish closure areas on & case-by-case basis,

10, If the presence of pygniy-owls becomes common public knowledge and pygmy-owls are
being harassed, interpretive media will be developed and implemented to elicit increased
awareness of the valnerability of pygmy-owls on the Monument,

11 The effects of human visitation to Alamo Canyon Wash on the pygmy-owl must be
maonitored for the life of the project.

The Federat ageney (or designated applicant or contractor) as part of their action will provide a
means 10 determine the level of incidental take that acaily results from the project.

2
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

n order 10 be cxempt from the prokibiiions of section 9 of the Act, the Nationat Park Service
must gomply with the followlug terms 2ad coaditions, which implement the reasonable and
prydetic measures described above for the lesser Jong-nosed bar. These terms and conditions are
nondiscretionary.

{. Teoms and conditions for reasonable and prudent measuse 1.

The Park Service will continue 1o monitor the roost to determine the presence and abundance
of, and any disqurbante 1o, lesser Jong~nosed bats, In addition, the reost will be regularly
examined for evidence of unauthorjzed hurman entry year-tound.

2. Terms and conditfons for reasonable and prodent measure 2:

Existing fences will be regularly inspected and maintained promprly to ensure prevention of
unauthorized entry. The Pack Service will consider improvements 1o the fences and, if
reasonable, they will be made, If unauthorized entry is discovered, improvements to the
ferces, ot other appropriate exciusion devices, will be implemented.

3. Terms and conditions for reaspnable and prudent measure 3:

Ne bat gates will be installed at the roost prior (0 completion of experimental gate sndles
that will soon be conducted ar Coronado National Memorial. If that swdy results in an
appropriate gae desigin and 3 bat gate is necded at the Toost, then no gates will be ingtafled
prior to further consultation with the Service.

In otder te be exempt from the prohibitions of section § of the Act, the Matioas! Patk Service
must comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonsble and
prudent measures described above for the Sonoran proaghom. These terms and conditions are
nondiscretionary.

4, Terms and copditions for reasonable and prudent measure 4:
4. The Park Service will work with the Arizona Department of Transportation to establish
a program te explore measures to reduce the impacts of traffic speed and volume along State
Route 85 on Sororan pronghom.
b. The Park Service will continue 1o serve 45 @ member of the Sonotan Pronghora Core
Working Group and will implement activities owtlined in the Recovery Plan, including
developtnert of 2 monitoting program,

5. Terms and conditions for reasonable and prodent messuze 5:
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Fences existing along the borders of the Monument will be modified and maintained so that
there i3 at least 18 inches between the ground and the first wire, which will be smoath.

. Terms and conditions for hle and prudent 6

Fl

& variety of interprefive media will be developed and impl d to eligit an i
awareness of the presencs and velnerability of Sonoren proaghem dong State Route 85,
Techniques to be employed will inciude the usc of signs along the coctider and -wayside
exhibits at the north and south ends.

. Terms and ¢onditions for ble and prudest T

To teducs the potentia] for adverse impacts on Sonoran pronghom resulling from increased
use by park visitors, illegal aliens, and other activities throughout the Monument, the Park
Service will monitor all use and restrict access Where necessary to minimize the poteatial or
actual disterbance of pronghorm,

n order to be exestipt from the prahibitions of section 9 of the Act, the National Park Service
st comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and
prudent measures described above for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. These terms and
conditions are nondiscretionary.

. Terms and conditions for hle apd prodent 8:

2. The feasivlity stdy must evaluate the effects of human preseace on pygmy-owls and
explore al! alternatives to expanding the campground at Alamo Canyon Wash.

b. The specific components of the feasibility stidy must be agreed upon by buth the Park
Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service,

¢. If the only way to determine the effecis of human presence on pygr1y-owls is 10 go off
site {e.. gather information from pygmy-owls fat are o may have been impacted by Tuman
activity elsewhere in Arizona), te Park Service must continge 1o survey ot and monitor owls
present in the area extending from Alamo Well to 2 point approximately 1.5 miles
downstream from Alamo Campground.

d. The Park Service must show the Service convincing evidence, either from Organ Pipe
Morument of from clsewhers witkin the range of the pygmy-owl, that expanding the
campground wilt bave negligible effects on pygmy-owl occupation, foraging, breeding, and
recruiiment befoze beginning construction for additional camping capacity.

. Tecons and conditions for Teasonable and prident measure 9:

29
If pygmy-owls are detected along wails or other visited sites, the Park Service and the Service
will cooperatively cstablish closure areas on 2 case-by-case basis.
10. Terms and corditions for reasonable and prudent measure 10;

If the presence of pygry-owls becomes commion public knowledge and pygmy-owis ate being
hayassed, interpretive media witl be developed and impl d to elicit i d
of the vulnerability of pygmy-owls on the Monvment,

1

-

. Terms ang conditions for reasonable and prudent measare 11:

The p)zgmy-owls at Alamo Canyor Wash must be monitored for the life of the project to
determine what short-term and loag-term effects increased visitation hag on habitat selection
and nesting success aod to implant term znd condition pumber 9.

To the extent that this statement concludes that take of any threatened or endangered species af
migratory bird will result from the egency action for which consuliation is being made, the Service
will not refer the incidental take of any such migratory bird for prosecution under the MBTA of
1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 763-712), or the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940, a5 amended
(16 U.8.C. §§ 663-6634), if such take i in compliznce with the terms and conditions (including
ammount and for number) specified herein,

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Secetion 7{aj{1) of ESA directs Federal agencies 10 utilize their authorities 1o further the purposes
of ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened
species.  Conservation recommendations are discretonary agency activities 10 minimize or avoid
adverse effects of 2 proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, 1o help implement
tecovery plavs, o 10 develop information.

Lesser fong-nosed bat:

1. The Park Service should coodinate with agencies and individusls knowledgeable on the
ccology of nectar-feeding bats, columnar cacd, and panieula agaves and help o
implement appropriate management actiohs a5 new information becomes available.

2. Develop interpretive media 1o elicit increased awareness of the presence of jesser Jong-
nosed bats on the monument and their sensitivity to human distarbance.

Sonoran pronghorn:

1. The Park Service should continue 10 contribute to multi-agency recovery ¢ffects and help
1o implement appropriate management 4ctions as Tew irformatics becomes available,
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Cacws ferruginous pygmy-owh:

[. The Park Service should survey all suitable habitat secording to protocol within the
Monument boundaries.

2. Tn arsas where pygmy-owls afe detected, the Park Service should monitor those owls to
determine if broeding is oocurring and if so, continue to monitor sli nesting activity.

Ine order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse sffects or
beunefitting listed species of their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation
of any conservation recommendations.

REINITIATION - CLOSING STATEMENT

This concludes formal consuliation on the actions} oudined in the {request/reinitiation request).
As provided in 50 CER §402. 16, reinitiation of forma) consultation is required where discretionary
Federal agency involvernent or comtrol over the action has been maintained (ot is authorized by
law) and 3f: (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information revials
effects of the agancy action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in @ manner or 1o an
extent not considered in this opinfon; (3) the agency action Is subsequently modified in a manner
that causes an ¢ffect 10 the listed spacies or eritical habital that was not considered in this opinion;
ot (4) a new species is Hsted or critical habivat designated that may be affected by the action.™ In
instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causiag such
take must cease pending reinitiation,

Thank you for your continuing efforts fo conserve listed species. If we can be of farther
assistance, please contact Bil) Austin, Sheldon Plertovich, or Ted Cordery, Piease refer 1o the
consaltation sumber 2-21-89-F-078 in furure correspondence concerning this project.

Sinr,erefy

F prg

Fle]d Supervisor

cc: Reglomal Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, NM (GM:AZ)HAES)
Superintendent, Qrgan Pipe Cactus National Monwment, Ajo, AZ

Direcror, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ
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Appendix B: Comment Letters on the Draft GMP/DCP/EIS

The National Environment Policy Act requires the NPS o print all public agency and tribat government comment
letters. The letiers are pirnted in this Appendix in the order they appear in the following index.

Public Agency and Tribal Government Comment Letters
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

Arizona Department of Transportation, Highways Division
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Regional Habitat Program
Arizona Public Service Company, West Valley District

Tohono O’odham Nation, Gu-Vo District Governing Council
Tohono (Yodham Nation, Hickiwan District Council

Pima Association of Governments

U.S. Air Force, Luke Air Force Base

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Papago Agency

U.S. Bureau of Land Managerment

U.5. Environmental Protection Agency

U 5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Ecological Services State Office
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COMMENTS

RECEIVED

Qe -
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN‘[‘J L QU Ty

DRGAN PIPE CACTUS N.M.

Fife Symington, Governor  Bdward Z. Fox, Director W ﬁ
! ke 4!
b Gihoer
LI
September 1, 1995 e —
i
Glel Rey tor )
;
Harold J. Smith, Supetizicnden pa .
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument L
Rouge 1, Box 100 ﬂ

Ajo, Arizona 85321

Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you for your letter of August 18, 1995, natifying the Arizonz Depariment of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) that a supplement to the EIS is being prepared, and will be
provided to ADEQ for review and comment when completd. Since the suppl is 5till being
formulated, please consider the following commenis, which incorporate non-point seurce
poilution prevention, urban mua-off, and other water quality concerns.

$pecific Commeny
1. Trail and ite imp during ien as well a5 post-construction should

include soil erosion prevention safeguards, to prevest sediment transport from the site,
Design criteria should incorporate soil compaction techniques, and prevent sediment
transport gue to pedestrian traffic, water and wind erosion;

General Comments

2. Best management praciices (BMPs) should be implemented during and after all
construction phases 10 protect watershed condition and riparian atess, 10 maintain
adequate vegetative cover, and to minimize the discharge of sediment, peroleum,
nutrients, bacteria and other pollutants to the watershed or to all waters of the
statcn’wzters of the U.8., and that any such discharge mest all applicable water quality
standards;

3 BMPs should be implemented to ensure thas mechanical equip inimizes groung
disturbance during construction activities;

4. A mun@mring program should be implemented to evaluate the effectivencss of BMPs in
protecting watcrshed condition and waters of the state;

3033 North Cemel Avenae, Phoenis, Arizona 85012, (602)207.2300

My, Harold J. Smith
September 1, 1985

Page 2
5.

10.

Public or semi-public water supply systems should be develo‘ped to comp]y wnh the
Arizona Administrative Code (A, A.C.)R-18-4-20) et seq., a

rules, Por assistance, contact the ADEQ Progmm Development &
Outreach Unit, at (Arizopa toll free) 800-234-5677, ext. 4643;

If any gasoline lincs or underground storage tanks (USTs) containing perroleum products
are moved, the lincs Rave 10 be tested and recertified, and the USTs would bave t6 be
closed. Contact the ADEQ UST Section, Inspections & Compliance Unit at (Arizona toli
froe) 800-234-5677, ext. 4329, for changes in the potification form, including ¢losures
and installations, within thirty (30} days of chat chaage, aod ownets of new USTs are
required to notify ADEQ within 30 days of bringing the USTs inte cperation. The
iniformation required on the form includes, but is not limited to, tank age, size, type,
location and use. A gwidance document for completing the Netification form is also
available. [Notc: Public Law 99-499 requires disclosure of hazardous chemicals},

Any new or modified water and/or waste water facility ooust be designed to protect
pubtic health and the envirorment tirought 4 coastruction appraval program, that ensures
that proposed plans and spetifications for construction comply with ADEQ sanitation
s, engineering guidelines and poficles, and can be constructed.  Contact the ADEQ
Water Quality Division, Enginecriog Review Desk at (Arizona tol! free) 800-234-5677,
ext. 4677, regerding an Approval to Construct Certificats.

Facilities that dispose poliutants to the Jand surface, the ymderlying soil, or
groundwater, tay also be required 1o obtaip an Aquifer Protection Permit (APF), in
order to prevent groundwater contamination, where there would otherwise be a
reasonable probability that the pollutants would reach grovndwater. Contact the ADEQ
Water Quality Division, Aquifer Protection Program Section ar (Arizona toll free} 800-
234-5677, cal. 4682, for a Determination of Applicability form, if there is any guestion
regarding whether an APP would be roquired,

Senitary wasto facilities provided during construction phases, should be planned and
developed in such a manner o enswe profestion of both surface and groundwater
LESOUICEs;

A Clean Water Act, Section 402, National Polintant Discharge Elimination System
permit is required for all ground distrbing activities which exceed § acres in impact.
Contact the ADEQ Surface Water Quality Section at (Arizona toll free) 800-234-3677,
ext. 4494, regarding assistance in applying for this federa) permit.

g XIAN3ddV
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COMMENTS

Mr. Harold 1. Smith
Scptember 1, 1995
Page 3

1, AClean Water Act, Section 404 Permit may be required for the discharge of fill and the
excavation of material from the waters of the slate, 2s well as underlying and adjacent
lard, including ali perentiial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, impounding reservoirs,
marshes, watercourses, watervays, wells, aguifers, springs, irtigation systems, dralnage
systems and other bodies or accumulations of surface, underground, natural, artificiel,
public or private water situated wholly or partfy in or bordering ¢n the state, from
pollutants discharged from a point source. Contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
at (602) 640-5385, 10 determitts whether & permit is needed.  Although these permits are
administered jointly by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and EPA, ADEQ toust review
the peapesed project for compliapce with state water quality standards. A Sectiont 401
State Water Quality Certification from ADEQ is required for alt federal permits. 1,
after Teview of the project, compliance it demonstrated, ADEQ issues a Water Quality
Certification Letter. If not, additiona! informatien or project redesign will be required
before ADEG can issue its cemification.  Coordination with ADEQ and the U.8. Armmy
Corps of Engineers is recommended early in the project planting phase,

12, Numeric water quality standards listed in A.A.C. Ri8-11-109.G. must be complied with.
Enclosed for your i jon and refe , is a copy of the A.AC. R18-11-107, 108
and 109 water quality standards for navigable waters.

Thark you for considering these comments, ADEQ will provide additional comments within
the 60-day period that will be provided when the supplement is traasmitted. Skould you have
any questions concerning these comments, phease contact Kard Meyer ar {Arizona toll free) 800-
234-3677, ext, 4535,

Sincerely,

O, Qo

Alan L, Roesler
Ombudsmazn

ALR:KFM:urb
Enclosure

wi  Karl Meyer, ADEQ Non-Point Source Unit

FiFE SIMRGTON
Gyt

VARRY §, BOHINE
Do

Tha Dep

Mr. Harpid J. Smith, Suparintendent

U. 5. Department of the Interier
National Park Service

Organ Pipe Cactus Nationa! Monument
Raute 1, Box 100

Ao AZ 85321

Dear Mr. Smith;

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

HIGHWAYS DIVISION - Tucsan District Office:
1221 South Ind Avenue - Tucson, AdZona BST 131602

RECEVED
ORGAN PIPE

AR

July 7, 1895

et

The Ganerat Management Plan for the Organ Pipe Cactus Natianal Monvment has been
reviewed by the Arizona Department of Transpantation.

tig very d ahout the partation system, particularly SR 84, as it

WHdle

Sincerely,
o .
AT foespens

William J. Higging, P.E.
Tucson District Engineer

AEPONAUTICE 1 MOTORYEWICLE  +  FUBLS TRANGIY

dissects the Monument. The Department will set the apead fimits of this rotte as It s within our
jurisdiction. Wa will work with the National Park Service as far as widening and interpretative pull
cuts arg concermad. At this time, the Departmant doas not have plane to reduce tha speed lirit.

Sheuld your lang range plan 1o relosate State Route 85 come to fruition, the Department is
unable to provide any funding for your refocation projact, Howsvar, if the National Park Service
continues to pursue this project, we can assist with the planning sspect. Nevertheless, the
funding for the ratocation and for the establishment of a new barder crossing weuld be boma by
athers.

3 Jobn Leuls
Qel Beaslay
Totr Schmitt
Robert Jehnson

ADMISTHATIVF 45 RV YFS

AT b B s

SIF/IDA/TINGD LPAT 34 HO SI21397T JUIHHOT)
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COMMENTS

Title I Ch. 1t

. In dosigasting wsed of » mvigable wilty and in esublishing
wuer Quility Giteria i protct thoke desigamted ub, the
Digtoity shall tke ined coasigsration e sppliegbls watey
Quality spndasds for gowastrean navigable whlen and shal}
mmumuduw:uxqauxrymmmmvmrorlbe
Analnmens and afl e waley guali
dtmuuum navigable waiefs.

i ity anglysis shal P w2 ol
nhduignned 5 Frdesigonied
ae \ha equires Jess suingent water qnuiry N

L mmmmymmsikmMmumu
subcategory of a designited ge thal requires Jess eringent
waier quality critesia provides e RTigaied s i 0ol
exiztng e 4ad i i demonitrued through & use upirability
nadyfsis ay aptaining the derignaied use ls oot fedsible for any
of the following ressons:

1. Namnlly occnmreg po!ll-ﬂ.ﬂll concentretiops prevent the
Aagment of

2. Newnl, :phunnl. lmmu.:n: of low flow mndnuuns o
waiet levely the gk, unl
sonditions may be compenated for by the discharge of
Faffickent voar.meu!'whﬁmlﬂw without viglating
Water conservidion or Other wplicable Sequiremenis,
Nothing berein shall be conttrued 1 7equire releases ni‘

RISU-UK, Reservd

RIGLLUM, Ruerrd

Deparungat of Envivessmesal Guality -~ Wates Quality Boundasies and Siandands

tregted wastewaern
3. Wt Susd conditlans or sources of poliution prevent
e At ofihe 4 e rmmndiod oF woulg

leave

in places
4, Dams, diversions o ofher tpet of hydmolagic
eodificuions prociude the seinment of the see, and 11 is
20t feasible @ resione the pavigable waies in its original
ooudmmwhopamwc}mwdmmmhlﬂyﬂw
I retult i att e shaty

s

be gonstrud o roquine the releages of waler from dams;

5 mmmmmmwmmmxumuwm

uvigable wakzs, pach as tht lick of 2 propet substnae,

m,nwupm,pwsnmumdwchk.wxdmdw

war quillty, proclode atainment of aguutic kfe
detignand ues; or

& Conoly iore suingent s Sost sequiaed by §8 700 (n)

and 306 6 the Clean, Waler Act ire necessary w auain the

use and implemsiation of such conuols wold reselt ip

substantis! 1nd widespread ecotiomic and soctal impact

Historical Note
Adopted effective Fetmuary 15, 1992 (Supp. 9211

RI§-U-107,  Antidegradation RIG-1I-108. Narrative water quality sandards

A mduumwumolwhemmhmumyaywmorm A mﬁWmﬁLmhmmW)1ummwnr

Qualicy i savigalit water shad) e on ol

" basis
B. le&wwwqud’uy neoesary Ioprohﬂmﬁn; ey
iud protested. g

wm: quj]wy M peiroined In 4 avigalie vt wher tho
wame water quality Gt 5o mess spplicible wair quidity

[ %«:nﬁmmﬁqﬂwyhamﬂgﬂhwwuwm
-wlmue wasee quality siapdands, the existing waiet quality
all bt woimitained and proeced, The Direcior aay tllow
ummddemdammmdnsmquhmmpb’n
W, cxorp unig)
Deld s public heari et i i veatiawed
ﬁummu ngmwbrwhumgpwuwwum
18-1-40¢ and R15-1.602 and thar Drirecuor mikes al) of the
doilowing Srdings:
1. Theleve) of water quality secssstsy 10 protect cxisting

uses i fully protecsed. B.

% The highest sudutory ad regulalory riquintnents for all
1ew and exising point toarets ab 3t Torlh i (he Clean
Wasef Act w¢ Lehioved.
3. A comtefiecive and ressomable best mmugereat
Practices for nonpoint source ool e imglemtented,
tmwwhwmgmmhwm
wock
fnx)z.mmwhlchm:mvmbluwmulnum
D.  Existing wanz quality shall be maintained a3 Protectd in s
wavigable water thal {r classified s 3 BBigue waiar o that the
Divecutn by propoted for tlagsification 48 & tnigee witer
parsuant o AAC RIS 112 The Director shatd sk wilon

1. Seukwfom mmmmmmmmqmﬁmm
Habitarion, gowtd of propagation of dguatk life o that

impair uses
2 Ciue objectionabls odor in e grea in which the
avigabie water is locased;
Caude off-Wkix o5 o1 i Griviking waen
m»oxmuhwwmmmuwn:dawl
, Aoy loie Yo igman, animals, Plenls oF olber orpanisms;
6. Cause the growah of Mlgas or aquesic plints that BRIt e
m:mmmym«mwm of other
> - st

7 Came o coctibols tp o viokuon of wn aquifer watty
sandard proscrived I AMC RIS-11-A05 or

P

Quality

R18-L1-40%; et
$  Coange 1t oolor of the savipable water from patural

tackground levels of color.
N-vlpblenmmubefree#mon.yuumomu
pollvtus

o iridescent numsmfwedlhemnrmu
w‘&m‘mtmamwwwwm The
auhmnflumWnila Jaoline pasociited With the

el operation of & mercational waseieaR ahall Dot be
consideped 1 violation pf LA warpttivg tusded.

Historiea) Ness
Adopied effective February 19, 1592 (Sapp. #2-1)-

¥omited dogtadation of s Wnique waker puraant Ly wbssction RISILI, Nuerie warer quality standards

{€) of Lhis Section. A, The waiee quality atandards presti

E Neothlng inchis Section orin ihe implesientatfon o7 this Sectlon.
shindl b inconafstess with § 344 of the Clean Waier Act where s
poicatia] water guafity impairmect anociated with & dhemal

dsehasge is inviived "

Himoriend Now
Adopied elfective Februry 18. 1952 {Supp. §2.0)
Supp. 924 Paged

joed in this Section l;d in

Aypm&uhpﬁyhmﬂnh‘ewﬂmfumdhhpmdu and

thelr Gibularics,  Additfota] wimetic wuet quiliy sandarts

for urigue walers wre prescribed in R18-18- 12

Tie following water Qualiey wisdards for fecal coliform,
exprezsed in colony forming units per 100 millliens of water

efu/A00 Y, $Hall or b exceedid:

Tiecernber 31, 1992

Lode Title A
Trepartment of Environmrhity Quality - Water Quality Boundisies and Stndards

L BC RS PRO. ALWY Spl Asl
3044y grombaic Mean
{5 sampls mininem) U 100
)O'Ldumpia for
u 30-day period A0 2000

s Sioge santple maximum L <000

L Al dgignated e
Feomeiris mesn
{5 sanple minimum) 200
10% of samples for a
30-day period. 400
Shae sample Maxinm
[ m:-;awwwwmymmprﬂ memﬁlmumﬁm

Mazimum 90 90 30 28
Minitz 8 [X] 4 63
Madimym change due o

dischurge NS s NNS NNS
D, The foliowing maximum allowable inceass in asblent witez semperanse, sxpressed in degroes Celsius, hali nos be exoeaicd:
Ad W Ad Wedw ALWe

Misningn incredse
due o 4 dischurgo' 50 19
E Th ng waier quality o7 Rrbicity, exgressed &5 4 EAAL on i ney tarbidity usits (NTU), shafi
Dot be excpeded: .
ik ERC.ERC. A48 Wy ARWdy AWe
Rivers, mreams and othey fiowing
s ® 10
Lakes. resetvolrs,
ks and

A mwunmgmﬂ:“\quwwﬂudsl«mwh qpmudlamﬂ.!mmperlmmuﬂ.) The distolved oxygen
OBCEAALION 1 2 hav wm:h.ﬂwhﬂwwhmumninm
Single rumple Minimun 3

&40 70
G, mwom waler guality sndards for iz! phosphorus and ) itroger. awawumw»su gy Mul 20l be

Anqugl Ntk Singe
I Seihsmnils Sumple
Maxipum
mmmmmwmmme Like
“ota) phosphorny LY 1.0
Tord) Aimogen 100 150 m

Whiis River, Biack Rives,Tondo Creti andé ek iribuiaries
Tor phosphorus pal] 080
Tho! nitrogee L5 0) 18 208

$als Rivez and I uibyiartes, except Pioal Cresk, foom the conflaznee of the Wi nd Blask Rivers io Theodore Roosevelt s
Tou phosphors (31 030 1.00

Toul Aitrogen 1) 12 20

NS nsed

Tote! nitrogen | 0300 NMS Lk
Sali Rz belooe Tiowars Mogntain Dam 1 coafiumce with the Verde River
Totul phesphorus a0 m

“Toal nitmgen ] 100
thdmﬂoRivuw\:mum sbove Rver Reservolt mdmerswhﬁwtdmkcdmdv River sbove South Fork
Cumpground; Watee Canyon Creek sbove Apeche-Sitgreaves National Fatesy bonsdary

Tooad ghosphorue 008 i ol 0.75

Toul pizrogen 050 (%1 110
Litte Coforatio River a1 eroeting of Apache Coynty Road No. 124
Toul phaspiars NN ] 075
Toul pimogen NNB NNS 130
LiRle Colorado R yrenan 1ake 1o E0ov Aty Disch diversion ntar crosing of Arizona Highway 273 (xpplies only when
in-seam ntrdity it less thas 30 NTU)
Toul posgiony ax s
Tousd itregen %] - 150
December 31, 1992 Page s Supp- 924
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COMMENTS

Title 18, Ch. £1 Arizong

Gorrraor
i Syminglon

Departnent of Eoviranmental Quaiity - W:mrQuu{:xy Boundaries and Stndirids

Colorado River, ot Northern injemational Bwna.uy near Moreles Dam
033

Towl phasphonss NNS

Tou! zitrogen NNS 150 NNS
San Pedro River, from Curdss 1o Benson

Tora! hosphois NNS NN5 NNS

Total aitrats 15 N NNS NN§ 100

e The following waizr quality Randads for radiocheanicals shall
fot be exceeded:

1L lo ! uavigabke welen, the ¢Oncentration of
radioshemicals shall not excoed ty; limiis established by
the Arizona Radision Ruuhmry A:cﬂcy in Tule 12,
Chapier 1. Anicle 4, Appendix A, Table 1S, Column 2 of
the Arizona Adruinistrative Code, (e!’fccuve Juze 30,

Historics} Note
Adopled ffective Febraary 18, 1992 (Supp. 92-1).

:us-uqu Anzliytice] Methods

A Anglysis of & $a7uple taken 10 determine compliance with 2
“wqwnquummlumwmmmmvm
aiytical Tide 9. Chapier 14, Anicle§of

1977, and v futwes
bymlmwunmgmmuuoﬁ‘mofmmryut
Sunte 2ad with ihe Departrmeat.

2. In navigable witers that are designated a3 domestic water
sources, e following water quality sundapds for
radiochemicals shall not be exceeded:

3. Tht concentrison of gross alpha particle activity,
tneluding radiom-226 but cxcleding raden wsd
wranigm, shall not exceed 15 picacuries per lizer of
awpnar,

b The concenttion of combined radium-226 and
madiuty-228 thall not exeeed § picoturics pet liner of
wales,

& The concentration of srontium- K shall not exceed §
pltocics per lier of water.

d. The conoentration of kritum shall no; exced 20000

rclvity and photon emiters from  man.made
radionuclides ihgll ot produce an_annwal dosg
wquivaleat W the il body o Ay dmisniel ONgET
PrawT thun 4 millireons per year,

Tncludes AZWE, AL ud ARWe.
Tnchudes A&We, ARV, ABWedw 1nd AL We.,

Does. ot 2pply 1o Cholla Lake.

Docs nol 1pply to x wastewster treatment plant discharge 102
ey wiiertirie al cheates an cfffvent dombnaled wals,
There B no dissoivad oxygen sundard for the A&We
dsignaied use.

Cr §0% samTation, whichevet 1, less.

The dissclved exygen waier quality sandand for a lake shall
apgly below the gurfees but poi ata depth grealer thaa 1 meter,
means annudl pean of represeataiive composits samples taken
freem ve surfaoe and a1 2- wnd S-mciet deptha.

means maximuog for Hry set of feprescntalive compoity
namples takeq from the swfics and a2+ and S-meler depis.

“NNS™  meat 5o manerit siandard,

Histarical Note
Adopied effective Pebauary 18, 1992 (Supp. §2-1),

?;S—] l-Lm. Salimity of the Colorado le.r

flow-weighted inity in the | "

salinity
the Colorado River shall be maizined 41 or below 0o Iollowm;

ooncentalions:
Lacaion i
Below Hoover Dam TBmpl
Below Parkyy Dam 747 mpil
A Imperiad Dam £79 myl.
Supp. 914

e Arizons Adminisirative Code or an alteroative analytical
meiod that & 1pproved by the Diregtor of the Department of
Health Services pugsuant to AAC. R9-14-607(B),
Atestresult frodn 4 sample taken 1o determing compliance with
2 water quality siandard shall be vadid only If the sample has
‘been analyzed by a Laboratory Mt Is lictnsed by the Arizona
Depacurent of Realth Services for the analysis performed.

Historleal Note
‘Adopied effective February 18, 1992 {Stpp. 92-1)

RIS Unigue watecs

A

3

Pige 6

The clagification of 4 aavigable waer & 3 unigue water thal
be by nle,
'm.vmmwrm by rle, shiespecific waur quality
landards 1o mainuin and protedt existing water quality in 3
Waique waiet.

. Ay persop Ry Somlaxiz & navigable watse for classificsison

5 3 unfgus water by filing & petition for xule sddption with the

Depanment A Muon(armlndopmn w0 clastify 1 navigable

WaLer #5 4 MU watez shall Include:

1L Ammp udaducdpmﬂ(wumihkhm‘.

2 A wrlzo statement i uppon of the pomination,
including Fpecific sefereace o the applicable eriseria for
wnique welers glassification 2 prescribed in subsection

(mnrmisSeum;

3 i the
Spplicabl igue wilers rteria preseribed I ubsection
{0 of this Section kus beee mey; and
Refevint waler quality data.

A cavigedic wier may be classificd a5 8 enlque wats by the

Dittcior upon & finding that the navigable wawr it an

ocolranding mate sesoume wilty bascd wpon ooe of the

foliowiug eriperia:

). Tie savipatle watt & of fecmeationl or

slgnificance becmuic of it unique armibuies,

Including, by pot limited 10, mmm w e

goology. flosa, fanna, water quality, sesthelic values orthe

wiidemess churacieristics of the navigable waer.

% Tireseaed or eodangered species we known to fe
apsocisied with the navwbln water and the r.w!mg v:mr
quality is esential
threstened o6 endangered Specis oF the favigable wmr
Provides crivical habiuat Jor a threatensd o endangrred
$pecics  Endangered o threaizsed spocies ¢ identified
on the following liste which are bereby Incorporatzd by
refenence ad on (e with the Orfice of Ux Seoreiury of
State and with the Departmien:

i Endangered and Theestened WRdlife and Plants, 50
CFRITA1 and $7.12 {revised 33 of July 15, 199t
“Threstened Nedve Wiidlife of Aritons,” Arizonz
Game gad Fisk Deparimens (July 21, 1988)

December 31, 1992

OF ARIZONA e .
[T NI, v

ORGAN PIPE CACTAS 3L onse
GAME & FISH DEPARTMEN S-S o

2221 West Grecway Road, Phaenis, Acizona 850204399 $02) 942 30 . i
iy Direcror
- Spahding

august 29, 1895

Mr. Hareld J. Smith, Superintendent
organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
National Park Sexvice

Route 1, Box 100

Ajo, Arizona 85321

Re: Draft General Managemettt Plan/Development Concept
Plans/Envircnmental Impact Statement for Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Arizena Game and Fish Department (Department} has not completed
our review of the above-referenced Drait Environmental Impact
Statement {DEIS). The Department apologizes for the delay in our
responde to your eriginal request to review this decument. The
following cursory comments are provide for your consideration.

It is the Department’s understanding that the National Park Service
has decided to develop a supplement to the DEIS. Substantive
changea to the original alternatives arve expected. In addition,
the supplement will address sgeveral new issues and management
actions. For these rezsons, the Department will provide specific
comments on the DEIS during the formal review peried for the
supplement,

In general, the Departmant believes that the DEIS, as written, does
not adequately describe specific potential impacts associated with
the alternatives presented. The Dapartment recommends that
potential impacts asgociated with the following ismsues and/or
proposed actiohs be evaluated and included in the DEIS:

- Patential impacts to wildlife associated with proposed actions
at Quitcbaquito. For example, eliminating the trampled areas
at the Quitobaquito ponds may adversely impact wildlife
epecies {e.g., coyote, bobecat, deer, Scporan prenghorn) that
use the ponds as a water source. The Sonoran mud turtle may
also prefer at Jleast some vegetation free shoreline. In
addition, potential impacts asscciated with developing a new
access trail in the Quitobaquito area should be evaluated.

- Establishing wmore foot trails and camping ar¢as, including a
new, maintained trail into Alame Canyen,

An Equal Cpportusity Reasonsble Accommodations Agency

SIZ/IIAIIND Hpad 347 HO Si2130 JuItI0]
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COMMENTS

Mr. Harold J. $mith
Avgust 29, 1995
2

- Increased visitor use of Alamoc campground {due to expansion).
- Increased use of the Bull Pasture Trail !due to new signagel.
The Department is interested in participating in agency meetings to
discuss wildlife related issues identified in the DEIS and
asgociabed supplement. We look forward to working closely with the
affected agencies to ensure that wildlife rescuxce issues and
management. opportunities are adequately addressed. If you have any
questions, please contact myself at {S20) 342-0091, or Mr. Ron
Christofferson, Project Evaluation Ceordinator, at (602) 783-360S.
Sincerely,

chri Kennedy

Regional Habitat Program Manager

JK:ik

cc: John Hervert, Acting Regional Supervisor, Region IV

AGFD# 4-27-95(08)

Fire s,.ﬁm

OF ARIZONA e e Commistiantis,
RECEIVED T Jos ranion Sorwts

f}DI‘M] P|l§ﬁ US N M Herb Gueather, Tachl

Ficd Betrman, Tugsen
r( Jean Rassell, Seoaale

GAME & FISH DEPAR

2223 West Greenway Road, Phosni, Arfzona §5923-6399 (Mﬁﬂoﬁ&a oo S

BB, Thooas W Spuing

June 18, 1996

—

Mr. Harold J, Smith '
Superintendent

Organ Fipe Cactus National Meonument
Route 1, Box 100 ]
Ajo, Arizona 85321 [ Jre

Re: Supplement to the Draft General Management Plan, Development
Concept Plane, Bnvironmental Impact Statement; Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument {Monument), National Park Service
{service)

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Arizona Came and ¥ish Departowent (Departwent} hag reviewed the
above-referenced document, released March 25, 1996. The Department
regrets the delay in our reaponse. We appreciate the Service‘s
efforts to address igsues identified in our previocus letter of
August 29, 1995, The following comments are provided for your
consideration. .

GENERAL COMMENTS

¢ The Department supports the new, redesigned Quitcbaquito
development plan, as described on Page §-39.

® Regarding new trails and campgrounds, the¢ Deparfment commends
che evaluation of potential impacts to wildlife ar the Alame
Canyon campground. The Department requests the opportunity to
evaluate these developmenta ¢n a case-by-case basis when more
detailed plans becoms availabla,

¢ The majority of readkilis and wildlife observacions appear to
cccur where State Route 85 Intersects mountainous outcerops and
major waghes. Along SR 85, there are five locations that
generally fit this description. We recommend targeting these
areas for new Culverts or modified coulvert designs.
Educational signg and a reduction in vehicle speeds in these
ateas also is anticipated to reduce the number of roadkills.

¢ The Department supports the proposal to install bat-accessible
gates in bat waternity areas near Alamo Canyon ipage 5-83).
These gates, along with informative signs, can be effective
management tools to prevent disturbances of bat habitat.

An Egual Opportunity Reasonable Accommadalions Ageney

4 XIANIIIY
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COMMENTS

My . Harold J. sSmith
June 1§, 159¢
2

# The Department would appreciate the cpportunity to participate
in multi-agency work groups, such ag those described for SR 85
corridor planning efforts, and for the preparation of a
Wilderness Management Plan for the Organ Pipe Cactus
Wilderness.

PAGE- SFECIPIC COMMENTS
B = 1ldlif

Similar to wording im the section on Threatened, Endangered and
Sengitive Species (Page $-17), the Department recommends that other
wildlife management actions on the Monument also be cogrdinated
with gur agency.

E; =93 o 4, (o]

Becauge Quitobagquito Springs could be a water gource for Sonoran
pronghorn, the Depariment recommends that this section address any
potential impactd te pronghorn resulting from implementation of the
Quitobaguito plan,

-8 atys M}
It is stated in this section that the last krown occurrence of
cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl wad in 1993, We rvequest that this
information be updated to include two cbservations from 1995 and
three chgervations from 1996, as jdentified by Monument astaff.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these commenta. 1f you
have any questions, please vontact Mr. John Kennedy, Yume Regional
Habitat Program Manager, at (520} 342-0091.
Sincerely,
Ron Christofferson

Project Evaluation Coordinator
HRabitat Branch

RAC:NLO:no

ce:  Laryy Voyles, Regicnal Supervisor, Region IV, Yuma
Terry Johnsen, Chief, Nongame Branch

AGFDY 4-08-96{11)

AEIZON FURZIC SERYILE CONRAMT 4.C.C. Wp, 434S
Pasa, drizena Cancalitng 4,6.5. No. S238
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RESOLUTION OF THE GU-VO DISTRICT GOVERNING COUNCIL
(roproval of revision and additicus %o
Gu-Ve Reselution #060795)

Res. Ho. 070793

WHEREAS, the Qu Vo district Governing Counell on July 07, 1995,
at a Special Council meeting did upon further review have
made revisions and additions on the previcusly submitted
draft statement Gu-Vo Resolution No. 060795, and;

WHEREAS, the Gu-Vo District and Hia-Ced 0'odkam Program believe
that the Spirityal and cultural relationship to ancestral
territories iz sacred, and;

WHEREAS, the Gu-Ve District and the Hia~Ced O'odham Program have
an irherent spirituwal and cultural responsibility to
maintain and protect and preserve these ancestral
territories, and;

WHEREAS, ‘the Gu-¥o District and the Hia-Ced D7 odham Program based
this statement on the O'odham beliefs and the voices of
the elders who maintain the Q'odham traditional culture.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Gu-Vo District Coverning
Counel)l endorse and support the revisions and additions
to the Gu-Vo Resolution #060795,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Gu-Ve Bistrict Goveraning Council
endorse and support this resoluwtion and statement to be
submitted to the Organ Pipe Cactus Rational Monhument
Draft General Management Plan Development Concept
Plapn/Environmental Impagt Statement.

CERTIFICATICN
The foragoing Resolution was duly adepted by the Gu-Vo District
Governing Council at a meeting held on July D7, 1995 with a quorum
of eight {B) council members present wjith a vote of: 08 FOR; O
AGAINST: 0 NOT VOTING and 01 ABSENT

e
Fernando Va tine, Supervisor
Hia-Ced O'odham Program

Secretary ‘?T

S.0T ex
HN STILOVD Jdid NVOHO
QIAR03Y

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GU-VO DISTRICT AND KIA-CED 0'ODHAM FROGRAM
REVIEW CGROU. 0 _THE ORGAN PIPE C ON, HONUMENTS *  CORCEPT
GENERAL MAN, KT PLREN

July 7, 1985

The Gu-Vo District and the Hia-Ced O'cdham Program have reviewed
the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monuments Ceoncept General Management
Plan. Based opn our inherent Spirituval and Cultural responsibility
to pur Ancestral Territories this requires the 0'odham to be placed
on a decision making level of the Momuments Management and
Administration.

*he 0'odham presence in the Sonoran Desert vegion has been since
time immemorial. The ©O'edham Spirituality and Cultursl
relationship to the aboriginal territories is based on the beljef
that the whole ecosystem is Sacred. Through this belief the
0'edham have engaged in traditional survival practices in this
region while maintaining an environmental balance and preservation
of the area.

The O'odham appraciate the opportunity to make recommendation to
the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument’s General Management Plan.
Development Concept Plans and Eovirenmental Impact Statement. The
¢'odham have established a good relationship with the monument due
in large part to the efforts of the present superintendent, The
0"odham wish to ensure that this relationship is wairtained and
strengthened with future mopument personnel. The development of
a Memarandum of Understanding as proposatt in the General Management
Plan is a positive mechanism to insure 0'odham participation in all
levals of the Honuments management,

An Intergovernmental! Agreement with the Tohono ©¢’odham Nation 1is
an alternative proposal the Organ Pipe <Cactus Hational Honument
may consider that will be more beneficial to the 0'odham
interests.

The Alternative Proposala in the General Management Plan have
raised a number of issues that are of concern to the 0'cdham, The
following proposals are presented with the intention that they de
inecorporated as an Appendix of the Final General Management Plan
for the Organ Pipe Cactus Naticnal Monument. Some of the
recommendations are based on the principles of the United Nationhs
Man and the Biosphere Program which was desigoed to include the
participation of people indigenous to the ares.
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Deve mt Plapg: Quitohaquito Management Araa
Ohjections to Alternative 1 on the following grounds:

1. Wa do pol want Lo draw attention to the Salt Trail which is
sacred,

o

We do not want the Salt Trail used as access o the
Quitobagquito Basin.

3. We object to the possibility that the Salt Trail would require
alteration=-grading, smoothing, paving te provide access for
all vigitors, This objections is based on the sacred nature
of the trail znd the fact that a portion of the trail iz a
recorded archeological site.

4.  The salt Trail passea through a number of archeclogical sites,
Use of the ¢O’cdham Salt Prail by visiters would increase
access to sites that are already fragile. Routing visiters
through these pites would result in damage.

3. The C’'odham were not consulted regarding the Quitobaguite
Management Plan. FPlanners decided what to do without taking
inte cepsideration O'odham ideas about a place that is sacred
to us. One or twoe meetings over the years does not constitute
consultation.

Objections to Alternative 2 on the follewiny grounds:

1, Parking lot is within an archeologi¢al site and an area that
was used historically by the O'odhanm.

1. Toilet facilities are within an a¥cheological site znd an arsa
that was usad historically by the 0'odham.

Alternative 3, Minimal development of the area while providing
access, is being proposed a3 the beat action for Quitobaguito.
Hinimal development i3 desired to prevent unnecessary damage to the
natural, higtoric aud ripsrian habitatb:

1. Remtve present parking 1ot and establish & new parking lot in
a mutually agreed upon with O'odham on a lecation outside the
Puitobaguite basin.

2. Use a portion of the existing road as the visitor trail into
the Quitobaquite area.

3. Restoration/re-vegetation of disturbed areas {including that
portion of the present voad not used as a trall} to & natural
state.

1o0.

1.

ui b

The

Bn Archeological surver is required of the entire Quitobaquits
2rea to identify ©O'odham archeological sites. The
Quitobaquite culture area is a much larger area--include
fields, houses, archéological sites in Mexice and other
archeological sites and villages on the U8 side

The General Management Plan of the Organ Pipe Cactus Hational
Monument include provisiops din the Flan to reguire
conservation of Q’odham Sacred Sites and Cultural Areus.

The General Management Plan of the Qrgan Pipe Cactus National
Honument inglude provisions in the Plan to require 0'cdham
input into interpretation of the area.

e object to any new border entrances in the Quitobaquito
area.

Increased protectiop ard patrol of the Quitobaguits area.
This eould be best agcomplished by an O'odham Ranger who
understands the area. The O0'pdham Ranger could protect as
well as interpret,

Creation of new agreements and Enforcement of existing
International Agreements to Protect and Conserve Air Quality
and Water Quantity/Quality.

C'odham  input into any development plan regardinyg
Quitobagquita.

¢'cdham strongly vecommend restrictions of future developments
on new and existing Trails

ito Natio Regist.

O'odham object to the Quitobaquite National Register

Nomination. The objections include:

1.

Coneern that the 0'odham would have to revesl more of their
history that we do not want made public,

0'odham concerns and ideas were not taken intp consideration,

Incorrect published information regarding the ¢'odham was used
in the nemination.

We are concerned thal National Register status will attract
more visitors thereby ceausing more damage to the fragile
epvironment.
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Ratural and Cultuyal Resources:
Quitobaguito ares

0*odham Concerns about the Quitcbaquito area include!

1, Loss of medicinal plants.

2, The ditch from the spring does not aliow for flcoding of
adjacent areas that contain medicinal plants. Problem musk
be corrected.

3. Decregsiny of wildlife in the Quitodagquito area.

4. Is not adequately identified and recognized 25 OC'odbam
aboriginal territories.

S. The sacredness and importance of the natural spring water to
the 0'odham must be acknowledged.

6. The dropping water table in the Sonoyta Basin is affecting the
springs.

7. Restriction to the Quitobaguite arez during traditioenal
ceremgnies must be enforced.

n: The follow ctiops will be gond apd _cofitrolled with
1egpect to the Intellagtual Cultural Property Rights of Indigengus

Peoples as enforced thxough actions gf the Unitad Nations and U,E
Lawg.

1. Organize a joint ©O'odham--ORP! Natural/Cultural Resource
¥froject to conduct an ethnobotany study of the area with
specifie reference to medicinal plants-and wildlife. O'odham
people would {dentify and name plants and animals, the
monument would document the number and location of the plants,
animals and monitor the plants over time.

2.  Jdrganfze a Joint ¢'odham--ORPT Natural/Cultural Resource
Project to survey the area to begin restoration of the natural
water flow from the spring to the pond. Survey at varioua
times of the year to document where important plants are
lecated, and to insure that plants are getting sufficient
water.

3. Include O'odham perspective of the cultural history of the
area.

Fational Register:

There is a need for increased copsultation regardipg Katiomal
Register Nominationg of Traditiomal Cultural Properties. Present
O'odham views and concerns have not been taken into account in the
NHationzl Ragister Nominatien in the Mopument area.

haditionally, incorrect published informstion waz used and
referenced in nominations. This information needs to be corrected.

Finally, there is =z concern regarding access to {nformation
provided by the 0'odham. Wha has actess fo information contained
in Watioenal register Neminations and various professional reports,
such as the Quitcbaguito Cemetery Report.

Botions:,

1. The O‘odham reguest that any future National TRegister
nomination ¢f historic and prehistoric sites be put on hold
until an O'edham Commission is established.

Bighway 85

fie oppose any possible re-routing of commercial traffic through the

reservation via the Gu Vo District.
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Law_Enforcement Issues:
The ©O'odham have a number of concerns regarding the drug

trafficking looting, vandalism, and pothunting at archeoclogical
sites and historic villages in tha monument and the reservalienm,

Aetion:

1. Increased Back Country Patrol by ORPI Rangers.

2, ORPI Rangers, Tohono 0'odham Police and U.5. Customs should
take the lead in developing solutioms to the law enforcement
issues.

There is a need for greater involvement of OTodham in the
Intsrpretative Division, The Sonaran Desert is the homeland of the
¢'odham--who better te explain the connection and importance of the
water, land, plamts, animals, and people. The O'odham kelieve the
whole system is important: the entire Sonoran Desert ia Sacred,
Recognize aboriginal terrftories and stress that the 0'odham are
the desert people--the O'odbam have survived and lived in harmony
with the desert since the beginning.

Action:

1. Establishment of a yposition on the Interpretative Staff for
an 0'odham.

2. Continuation of 0'odham Day.

3, Incorporate O'odham terms for plages, plants, animals, ete.,

in interpretative programs, including exhibits.

4. Estalplish a way for O'odham to sell Arts and Crafts in the
Visitors Center.

Lapd_ Exchange:

The Gu Vo District ohjects te any preposed land exchange.
Culture Higtory

The wview of culture history presented in the CGMP is that of
Enthropolegists and Archasolegists. The view of culture history
by the 0'odham and archeclogist is net compatible.

Action:

1, Include a section in the Culture, History that reflects the
0'odham view of Culture History.

2. Clearly delineate that the archeclogical wview ¢f culture
history is based on the studr of artifacts and uses
archeological terms a2nd nomenclature.

“Ihis section represents the findings of archeologist and the
nomenclature they use. But the O'cdham believe they have been
here since time Immemorial.™

Suitural Rg§ourcg§
g'odham Loncerns:

1. N ' odham invelvement.

2. Ho 0'odham archasclegist,

3. No mechanism for 0'odham consultation.

4. He mechanism £o provide aceess to Organ Pipe Archives,

5. Limitsd access to specific sites to continue ocur spiritual
obligatiens. -

[ Designation of speeific land use areazs disregarding
traditional 0'odham values.

1. Increased 0'odham invalvement

2. Hire park archeologist to work with O'odham.

3. Increase archeological site protection including ©'odham
consultants.

4. ldent{fy historical documents and archival] material relating
to 0'odham,

5. Provide a wmechanism where ©O'odham Traditional jeaders can
rejuvenate {'odham ceremonial traditiens in the Nonument and
include provisions in the Plan to grant unlimited agcess and
unrestricted use of their Sacred 8ites.

6. Stress traditional land use and values: Water, Land and
Cultyre cannot be separated, the whole ecosystem is sacred.

Cther Congerns, lssues and Reconmendations:

- Establish an 0'odham Commission with veling powers teo direct
management decisions under the Memorandum of
Understanding/Intergovernmental Agreement, to represent the
Tohono and Hia-Ced 0'odham interests.

ST/ TIND 3] 243 40 543337 JUFULHOT)
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- The Genera) Management Plan of the Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument ineclude provisions in the Plan to require
preservation of O‘odham Sacred Sites and Cultural Areas.

- Nevelop a process to immediately notify and consult 0'odham
representation under Native Rmerican Graves Protection &
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), upon discovery of 0'odham Ancestral
(Xoman) Remains, Properties, and Artifacis exposed by nature
or cther means.

- The Ceneral Management Plan should incorporate the whele
Monument area as a cultural and traditional use area of the
Tohono and Hia-Ced O'cdham, and rescoegnize their zberiginal
tervitories,

- To Restrict and Control delicate information concerning sacred
sites, objects and cultural related artifacts to the public
unless appraved by the Tohono and Hia-Ced O'odham.

- Previde a mechanism to re-estaplish 0'cdham communities undetr
the Man And the Biosphere principles,

- Develop prevention programs to ipcrease site protection and
prevent desecvation or un~repairable damage to deljcate
0'odham archeology,

- Estabiishment of an O'odham Commission that would work with
monument staff on issues regarding cuwltural and natural
Tesburces.

- Clarification »f existing laws protecting archeclogiceal
regourtes under the Natiopal Monument status.

- The nature and disposition (acecess) of warious kinds of
reports and files. This could include archeological reparts
{these reports ara not available to the public-restricted
access to NP8 personnsl), interviews, notes of meetings,
videotape, and records of NAGPRA consultation.

- Provide fapes and ¢orrearondence of meetings between Larry van
Horn apd various individuals and districts. Correspondence
ahould cover both the GMP and National Register Issues.

- Clarify Organ Pipe position on International Rgreements,

- Explore funding through the Mesican Affairs office for joint
Park status.

- Suppert the development and funding of an Indian Affairs
¢office in the National Park Service.

TOHONO O'ODHAM NATION
P.0.Box &7 . Teteshott (45) 1339245
By, Arisods B5HC

COMMENTS ON THE ORGAN PIPE CACIUS NATIQNAL HONUMENT GINERAL
WTGERETT FLEN, OINSRML CORCHPT PLANS D BIVIRONMENTRL IMRACT
STATEMENT BY THE CULIVRAL PRESERVATION COMMITTER OF THE TOHCHO
O'ODRAN LEGESLATIVE COUNCIL

THE WERD FOR DIRECT CORSULTATION WITH 'THE TOHONO O'QDHAM HATION

The Tohono O'pdham {formerly referred te xg vapagus) have a gpacial
relationship with Organ Pipe National Menument (ORPI) which dates
back te the legiglation creating the Monwment in 1337,  That
lugislarion indicated that, 'the administration of the mopumeny
shall bhea subject to: 1) Right of the indians of the Papage
Reservation to pick the fruits of the organ pipe cactus and other
tucti, wnder such regulations as may Be presoribed by the Secretaxy
of the Iaterior;...* 350 Stat. 827 However, the need to improve
the relstienship between QRRI snd the Tohono ©'odham Nation (TON)
ie apparent rhroughout the pregentation of those draft developmeny
Plans. The need for direct consultation baetween the TON and ORPY
hag bagn established by foderal legislation dealing with the
protection of cultural and archradlogical resources.ip. 127)
Nonetheless, this draft management plan hag been developed with g
minimum amount of diregt coneyltation with the TON and the
dipericts ot the Nation dire¢tly impacted by the plang. Although
there are & pumber of referencen to Native American wensultation
throughsut the plan, it llaes only eleven meetings ovex the mix
Yyesrs Of planning that has gone into the development of thie plan,
p. 138} Those elovan meatings include depavate meatings held with
ofticials of the TOM, with officials of yhe Gu Vo wnd Hickiwap
districes of the ToN, othnographis interviews with lpdividuals, and
Site vigits made to the park and gsalected communities of the TON.
{18) However. no O'ofliwn are lixted ag part of the Planning Team
ox ag Contridutoxs %o e plan, (p. 130) 'The plan states that,
“AMditionally, Amerisan Indisn congultation gontinues to take plice
through I8DR,..." {p. 128) A call for compents on the completed
draft plans and working witk some regional organization which
ineludes Q'odbam represesitatives is not the rans as direct
consultalion during the development nf the plans. It is sgreed
that a Memorandum of Understamding needs to ¥e developed between
the TON and ORFI ir order to gnhance the axisting velatlonship and
ko bring it in line with the requirements of federal law. (see pp,
v, 24,117 oRFI‘s ilovolvenent with Ispa ghould not be confused
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with, nor 12 it a subotitute for the gepsrate naed for diveet
consultaticn with the TCN, Thersfore, the TON suggests that the
need £or ongoing direct comsultationd betwsen ORPI and tha TCN ba
listed in the *DBSIRED FUIURES® on page 12 under the Cultural
Repources section becawsa this ip what oscvo tho *framework® for
management strategies ¢ontained in the plan, It i3 also suggested
thet any MOU inslude the Eramework for these ongelng direct
congultations and that ORPI recognize that censultations on an "as
necded® basis is not sufficient legally or pragiically. There
#hould b2 O'odham repregentatives on the Planping Team of any and
all Honagemnt Plang which might affact O‘odham rights and practices
within ORPI. It sbould e undarstood that it iz alwaye
Tappropriste® Lo conswlt with the TON regarding lrpacts to cultural
cezources. {see pp. 11§, 120) ‘This need for direct consultations
permeates most of the other <omments on this managetent plan as
well.

NBED TO DEVELOP A MUTUALLY ACCEPTABLE CULTURAL RESQURCE MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY

The congultation need iz apparent in the development of the Natuzal
and Cultural Resource Management Plan (NCRMP) ¢ompleted in 1994 by
*‘the park sraff and other professionals® since that will *guide
mansjemant of the park's natursl and cultural resourceg.” {p. 23}
Although CORPY did recieve commants £xom the O‘odhain ia the
consultations that did occur during the development of the
mangement plan and theres ig some 1ip service to those comments (aoe
pp. 10, 20, 106, 128); they are not actually incorporatsd into the
underlying stategy of Cultural ve3ource management as presented in
this management plan or it is agsumed In the NCRMP (a copy of the
RCRMP 15 not {n our possession for review at this time}. In othar
words, the cultural resource matagament strategies that are
presented in this pmanagement plan and in  whe develspment
alternatives all raflect the aathropological and archasological
perspective 4nd gome minimwm ¢ompliance with the laws relating to
cultural and archaeclogical resources; but they do not incorporate
an O'odham perspective into the masagemant stategy. ¥Yor example,
the O'odham conterns about the confidentiality of somz of the
information iz recogmized {p. 10} but the overall mangemwnt
strategy is to ‘esphasize the pregervation, otection, apd
interpretacion of* the cultural regources. (p. ?g) TThe NCRMF
cally for many actions that would increase significantly the park's
knowledge and understanding of known and currently wnknown cultural
repources and properties.' (p. 24) An lotexpretive prospectus (IP)
wag developed during the planning effort and it i¢ susvarized on
pp. 27-28. ‘The plan gees cn ko indicate that,’in recognition of
the park's expsnded interpretive role ms & Diosphare Remerve, the
park staff and plannlng team developed® a 'theme outline for
interpretation at the park®; but al}l this was done without direct
consultation with the O'odham. (ses p. 28] Indeed, the plan
indicates that, *Precervation of significant rvesources, including
places sacred to the Tohono O'cdham Nation, would be enhanced by
Inereaging rescarch and stabilization efforts and implementing more
interpratation.' {(p. 117! The O'odham perspective and gconcerns

alout confidentieliby of eartaln informption and the intelleatual
propexty rights of the O'odbam to certain inforwation must be
incorporated inte any and 21l planning and manogement Gecidions on
cultural xesourdes, How can the TON have confidence in GRPI to
adequately Manage and interprst cultural propeztiea under thair
Jurisdiction if they are pot & part of the manpgement telm ahd when
they sre ¢oasulied thelr ts are 2ot i porated inte tho
decision making process? Confidence in the process is also eroded
when wisinfotwativn akout the TON 1s pres¢nted by the pork steff in
public documents such as thig management plan? (dee p. 88
indicating that “The basic political document of the Papago
(btodham} is the conghitution and bylaws ratified by tribal members
on 12 Dedemiber 1336, anq approved by the Secretary of the Interiox
on 6 January 1337c{Puteon 188¢4),' whan actually the TON ig
currearly operaring under a constiruclon adopted in 1986 and which
suppercedes the Congtitution of 1936.)

The proposed MOU ghould include 3 framewoxrk for Q'odham
participation in the development and implementation of all cultuxal
Tegource planning and managetient upder the jurisdiction off OReI.
The TON thinks that it can wovk with ORPI and the improvement of
relationg over the last seéveral years ig encouraging, wut the rols
of commentator to pre-existing plans and degisions is jnsufticient
ang ingppropriate considering the importance of ¢he geclsions and
plans keing wade.

NEED 70 CHANGE THE DRVELOPMENT PLAN RELATING TO QUITORAQUITO
SPRINDS

Neither of the developmant alternatives &3 currently presaented for
Quitchaquito Springs iz acceptable to the TON., The preferred
future of Alternative 1 cells for a .7 mile walking trail which,
*would lead over a low gaddle Eollowing the approximate route of
the bistoric 014 Salt Trail® (p. 36) The plan goes on to indicated
in the Envir 1 Conseg section that, ‘Increased visitor
use along portions of tbe hiatoric ealt trall may contribute to
eroeion and poEsible sheetwash, which could impact archaeological
resources that may bs buried in thege areds.’(p.118) The plan goes
en 0 say that, 'congultation with the O'otham would oCour during
the design stage so thet thelr ipterests and concerns can be
incorporated inte tha nwv design wnd visicor wse patterns at
Quitobaquit®,  An archaeologist would alse work closaly with
dezlgnery and the O'odham to imsure that impact to the culbural
regources in the area are avoided or minimized* {1d.} O0f course if
the 0'odhan had been & part of the planning and originsl design to
begin with then it would have been ocbvisus that this iz an
unacoeptable plan. Since ORPI shwieualy racofmizaes the itportance
of Quitohaquite to the O'odhem and it hay recognized that it is
tligible for inclusion on the Nationsl Register of Historic Placen
{p. 84} and therefovs is most probably capable of being designated
A Traditional Cuitural Property; it is unelear to the O'odham how
either of the alteznatives proposed can copply with the intent
behind the federal laws affecting cultural and archaeclogical
resourses. Rather it yeans that ORPI iz intentionally trying te
limit the arma to ba included in the protected mene and trying to
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place 3t on the Watiocnal Register go that information about the
aras would ba accessable to the public. That is, the plan
acknowledges that Chere are over 16 sites in the Quitobaguite Basin
(p.83) and that the area has been occupied since Palecindian times
(p. 80) and that 4% han cpatinved athnographic significapge for the
O'odham (p. 881 and vet they try to draw limited boundaries around
the sites whish deserva provection instead of incorporating the
breadar landscape pergpective of Traditicnal Cultural Property
{TCP} deaigmation. Dasignation of the area aa a TCF would alse
nhelp wiith the confidentiality of information concerns that the
O'cdham may heve regerding the sres and would help to limlt secess
to certain information about the area under provisions of Section
304 of the 1992 Amendments to the National Ristoric Preservation
Act {106 Stat. 4765}, However, any and all planning regarding the
preper designation and development of the area must be dche in
diract consultation with the ¢'odham in order to adequately protect
and preserve this area,

NEED TO CLARIFY THE AMBUGUITY REGARDING STATE ROUTE 85

In the introduction it is indicated that NPS considered the re=
routing of traffic frem State Route 85 to Route 34 through the
Tokouo Q‘odham Regervation but that due to ‘its controvexey,
cenoitivity, and the recant enactmént of NAPTA, the NPS decided
instead that a geparvate planning effort should ocour! and that
slthough ¥PS ecill felt it was in the best interesta of the
vigitors and resources of ORPI to re-route commercial and other
through traffic it *rajected proponing & solugion to this issue in
this general management plan.*® {p.18) And yet, in discussing the
avem tranfportation network under the preferved proposal it
Andicates thar, “NPS would jnitiate a cooperative planning
effort to find polutionsg that would help make this zoadway more
compatible with wilderness values, sensitive te resources, and
sater for visitore and pouidents. Plamning would be facilitated by
the NES and would he done with the cooperation of all
internaticnal, fedoral, ctate, Tohoue 0'odham, and local agencies
invoived, as well as the genersd public.® (p.31] lNow can the
©todham bave confidence in the 'cooperative planning affort® given
the lack ¢f true coopersticn and congultation that went into the
development of this gencral manogement pleosn? The plan then goes on
to state that, *If & polution for through traffic can be detexmined
through thie planning offext, thée portion of State Reute 85 in tha
park would be redesignated es a park road..., Potrance stations
could then be developed at the north and sewth boundariss of the
park. The exigting entrance fee could ba collected at these
stations lnstead of at the booth located nesr the visitor
centar.*{Id.}) Thug the rosd would becoma a 61l xoad and even
though ORPL has walved entrance fees to Yhe park foxr O‘odham it
would insure 4 high volume 0f traffic over tha altersative route
which almost certainly would have to be located on TON jands.
Glven the cbjections currenbly being raised by residents of v Vo
te xcut.ijs}g tIalfic through thels distrlet it yeems that this kind
of thinking should be stopped now before it is teo far along for
tha O'odhafh to have sy mrapifvl inpug,

CONCLUSION

Wnile the TON appraciates the opportunity to comment on this
management plan it thinks that consultation with the Nation has
been oo little too late. The Nation sbould have basn included as
part of the plamming tesm or &f tha very least as paxt of the
centributorg te the management plap in ordsr to adegquataly pros¢nt
ite poctive in all ph of the process and in all arcas under
wonsideration., Without that initial and centinuing imput tha
Nation can net adequatsly comment on 2ll the potential impacts of
this vlan in the time peried allowsd., Tharefors tha Matlon weuld
rogquest an oitension of the time available to render compments so
that it can study the document and all of the affiliated decumento
that naed to be factored finto msaniful on tha g

plan in onder to adeeately prosent all of itz concerng. At the
very least o MOU needs to be developed immediately to establish z
framevork for meanifel cooparation and ¢onsultation i the future,

ful, tied .

o’
oseph Jf
Cnltural Freservaticn Commitfes
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HICKIWAN HSTRICT COU
Rie 3, Bex 31
Ajs, Atlions 821
Tclephand {4085 1632080

ment ¢f the Kilockiwan Distriot vouncil ¢ohits Q the Orgén
Oraft Management Plan, at & Special meeting held on June 09,

Hiekiwen District ie reawesting for a thrse (2) nonth
extension comnencing on July 10, 1995,

fny new dovelopment should ba done in consultation of the
Tohono 0'Cdham Nation, new devaloprents may hava 8 grest
impact on archaeological sites thal are knoun ohly by the
Ot0dham people and that prior archaecloglcal surveys may be
inaceurate.

We feal that the Salt Trail ia wvery ggcved and that this be
rostricted to the Non-0*Odham as well as the orel History
and interpretaticn to the Non-0'0Odham due to the bellef of
the g’0dhen paople.

A3 maptioned, the Balt Trall snd othoy Sacred sites ghould
be rastricted as well as information about thess sites and
re new developmente shauld occur such as new trelils to Lhese
Areas .

o'0dnéin aceess to the Orgmn Pine Natfanal Monumant should be
45 1t used o be, open to the 0'0gdham peonls with 4 No Yer
payment as  well as the right tn cersmonial sctivities, uwe
of traditional plante etoc. with the ynderstanding that non~
Inglans pheuld not particisate and that the Presidentlal
Proolamation No. 2232 Aprfl 13, 1937 (8 -chat. 1827} and
othar executive orders and or Preciamations chould be
enforeed that provides For ¢pen  asess to the O'0dham
Pogple, unless these have been gmandad, we feel the O’Cdham
have thg right to know of these changsy end ady othevs that
may oftur,

Hickiwan Distriot alsc feels that thely chould be Employment
Opportuniviss for the 0'Cdham pevple within the Orgen Plpe
Ratlerzl Monument such as tralning of O'0dham Park Rangary
Archaeological Trainers (0’Cdhan) and ¢*Odham guides to help
in the Visitor conter, we would alec like ro see a2 wummer
youth employment sotivity take place so that the ©’Ocdham
youth would be educated about the COroan Pipa Natlonal
Monument , He also feel thet if the ©'0dham had Job

oppertunitied  in  th Park h
eommunledtion emuuy \:he' Parﬁraﬁd T.?t\ei'?vhoggujg‘n gé: Na'é'fé’ﬁ

48 well ay having 0'Odhatn interpretere on etaff.

7. The !Hickiwap District slsc wotress the joportance of
having 0’0dham pesple servée ©on the management Board of the
orgah Plpe patjonal Monument end on the Board that is
werking to Amplemsnt the proposed Hanagemont Plan, We feel
that as a soverelgn Governpent that any agraqment thet
Is tp be ontered into, would be such that gives the Tohane

O*0dham Nation the same aythorities te questicn any changes
of the Proposed Managemsnt Plan ag well #g changes within
the ¢vgan Pipe National Mermument, this, we Teel is what
Government to Government ralstionships are all about.

8. The land exchange issus should be taken out, ws dizagres
with this, ke as D'Cdhan Pgople have always felt that this
is our ancagtral land and thst we have rights to this lend
the O'0¢ham People call home,

¥, Burial sites sheuld be regtricted and protected and aise new
development  on =ych gites not yet Identified would b
addressed under NAGPRA Act of 1990,

With this the wWickiwan District of the Tohono 6'Odham Nation
would 1ike to add that we Lthe n'Ddhen People have alwars been
carglakers of Mother Earth which her glven us life that gll
thinge are sacrad and naed to by protecred, that 1% why we the
0'Cdham  People need to be awars of all changes that the Non-
0'odhan ave doing te our Homelahde Which all 0'Gdiam peosle hold

B0 gAcred, wo must coptimde o be concerned ebout protect!
lands of t’-hc ¢'Qdham. out & cting the

igzzmiulm. tﬁiiégj?-
Ackivan Di!txi%é‘dmgirperson
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PIMA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

1T N, CHURCH AXENTIE
LITE 09
TuCTam, ARLZONA 1531

(20 092103
FAX: (520) 620-6931

June 30, 1995

Superintendent

Qrpan Pipe Cactus National Monutnent
Route 1, Box 100

Ajp, AZ 8531

Dear Suparintendent:

Gn behaif of Pima Association of Governmeats’ Water Quality Planning Section, |
have reviewed the dratt General Management Plan for Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument. | support Afternative 1, The Preferred Alternative, becausa it
emphasizgs increased regional and interagency coardination, protection of the
park's unigue desert ecosystem, and protection of the aguatic envirenment at
Quitobaquito.

Also, redesignation of the monument as the Sonoran Desert National Park is
appropriate, as the area represents one of the finest examples of the Senoran
Dasert in North America. Also, redesignation as a National Park will probably
promote increased tourism (n the area and help local economies.

| also think the plan desctibes a good balance between providing visitor facilities
and presesving the wilderness values of the park. This balance is often hard to

find, when the number of people visiting National Parklands is rapidly increasing
nationwige, and when these visitors often have conflicting gemands.

The Park Service is to bs commended for its afforts to gefing & management plan
for this park, which is an important racreationg! and educational rescurce for Pima
County and the rest of the nation,

RECEVED
Sincerely, ORGAN PIPE CACTUS N,
/1‘“7 (s &--3%
Greg Hess -
Rydrologist g

BTG, 3

23 0ct 55

56 OSS/08STA
14558 W Spad St
Luke AFB AZ 85309-1573

My, Hesold Smith, Superintendent
COrgan Pipe Cactus National Mogument
Route ] Box 100

Ajo AZ 85321

Dear Harold.

Mr. Terry Hansen, Assistant Airspace Maneger, Luke AFB will represent the
SEFW ax the Public Meeting seheduled for 25 Oct 93 in Ajo. [ bave the following
comments concerning the OPCNM Draft Manag Plan/Envi 1 Impact
Statement:

- Page 11, Visitor Use and Interpretation: The statement that low fevel flights
over OPCMN have increased in rogent years is erroncous, Working with the ISSEW,
Davis-Monthan AFB we have increased the minfmun altitude of flight over the
Theadquarteys and treil arcas. [naddition, the 355FW has taken measures to significantly
reduce the number of low fevel trining flights flown over GPCNM . Military Training
Routes VR-260 and VR-263 transit the northeast comer of OPCNM, down to 500" above
ground level for a distance of 10 nantical miles, Traveling &t 420 NM per hovr and with
& taxiniurn utitization rate of 530 flights per year this equates to transiling the CPCNM e
total of 12.5 hours pec year. Average utilization per flying day/per yeus js approximately
1.6 times por day. Our efforts 1o move these two MTRs off of OPCNM have encountered
tesistance from the Tohono O'Odham Nation.

4 XIGNAddV
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- Page 97, Surrgunding Lapd Uses: The statement that sirspace above the Cabeza
Prieta Natioeal Wildlife Refuge &5 used to practice netial gunnery on towed targets is
misleading. The primary wiilization of the airspace above the CPNWR is 10 train in
Aerial Combat Tactics down 10 a minimal level of 1500" sbove ground and dees not
ctail any weapons delivery. The air to 2ir portion of the Galdwater Range which licy
over the CENWR, in aceordsnce with our Letter of Agreement, must be cooxdinated and
scheduled 90 days In advance. Tt was not scheduled in FY 1995 and we do not anticipate
uljlizing it in the kear futwre.

Harold, if you havs any question pleasc give me a call a1 602 856-5854.

Sincerely,
s L
o GARY R BLAKE, Civ
© Chisf, Alrspace Management
el
1511
)

United States Department of the Interior 5

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
PARAGO) INDIAN AGENCY
SELLS, ARIZONA 35634

I LY NETTR T

Eavircnmental Quality

%r. Hareld J. Smltk, Superintsndent
Organ Pipe Cactus Natiocnal Monument
Reute 1, Box 100

Ajo, Brizomna 85311

Mr. Smith:

The Bugeau of Indian Affajre Papagb Agency has had the opportunity
to review the Draft General Management Plan/Developmant Ceneapt
Plans/Environmental Impact Statement for the Organ Pipe National
¥ohument. Based on a cursory review, we provide the following
commante:

1. Page 10. Cultural Regouzces and Relationships If it is the
intent of the Park Service to interpret all informatiovn sacred to
the purrounding MNatioms for public use, we recommand that the
Tohone 0'edham Hation be a tooperating agency in the formulation of
the EIS. This may also ald io bandling the dlspositicn of
artifacts. '

2. Page L18. Archaeological In adminigtering
archaeological sutveys, mitigation or monitoring, the neighboring
Indjan groupa should be contacted and informed of the diszcoveries
each :h\e a discovery situation ¢cours, not when oppropriate as
stated.

3. The Papags hgency supports the Park's proposal ta limit accass
roads within the-Monumsnt, this will alec apply to any proposed
acceas roads leading onto the Tohono O'odham lands. Limjted access
roads will aid in alleviating illegal dumping of solid waste and
unauthorized campers.

4. If the improvement will require lamd ges with the Toh
O'odham Hatiop, site gurveys should he wonducted for possible
Ilmzardouu waste areas or Lnapprepriate developments frem previgus
and uses.

ST IDIA/AIND oL 247 HO S1313FF JUIWHO)
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Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment on the
decument. If you have any questions, plezse contact Minnie Mann of
cur Agency at (520}383-3341.

Sincerely,

uperintende

ec: Environmantal (uality Services
Phoenix Area Qffice

Planning Departmant
Tohono 0'odham Nation

United States Department of the Interfor

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT '?
Artona Seare Office ' -
3707 K. Teh Seroet N
P.C: Box 16363
Phoeni, Arona 85011 1783 (932)

Memorandum

To: Superintendent, National Park Service, Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument, Ajo, Arizona

From: Teputy State Pirector, Rescurce Planning, Use and Protection

Subject: Comments to the Draft Genera) Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement

Attached are our comgents to the Draft General Mansgement Plan/Envirvnmental
Impact Statement.

In addition, please correct your mailing list/as follows: Herman L. Kast
using the same address as above,

Herman L. Kast

Altachment

RECEIVED
CRGAN PIPE CACTUS N.M.

Jiide
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Comments from the lower Gila Resource Area
on Organ Pipe Cactus Nationai Monument's
praft General Mamagement and Development Plans

v, par 1. seq 4 Should the word be “gescendants* of the Johono O/odham,
rather than ancestorsi

Pg 12, Joft col. par 4 [(starts with *Recent...”)  Should be "NAFTA has set in
motion,..”; Jn the fourth sentence "résouice depletion” is mentioned twice,

Pg 73, left co), par 2. Add “of the Natiomal Historic Preservation Act’
after "section I06."

sgctjon on Sci Resau, mter  ¥111 the sclence center be
aligned with any other agencies or unlversities? Wil) fees be charged to the
resaavchers?

Py 24, Jeft cot, par 2  Starting here and throughout the document, the term
®hmerican Indian® is used. {t fs our understanding that "Natlve Awerican® is
the accurate and much more culturally sensitive term tc use. We sugyest using
this term throughout the document, uniess tha Tohons 07edham or Hia Ced
Q’¢dhan prefar the other.

Pg 24, right cql, par 4  Mere “Américan Indian” and "Native American® are
used 3n the first sentence. If there is a distinction being made here between
the Native Americans north of the Mexicam border and south of 1%, we suggest
that an explamation be provided. It is confusing as it s belng presented in
the plan, since both terms are being used throughout the text. It appears
inconsistent. Alse tn the first sentence, add "National™ in frent of
"Historic Preservation Act”.

25, tabl S8C0N 13 Insert "Fligible* after *Register”.
right c ar 4 Is "exhibitry” 2 jargon word?

Pq 31, left col, par 4 The correct title iz "The National Environmental
Policy Act® and it should be before the acrenym WEPA,

Pq 34, section on Cogperative Mapagement This plan proposes to reach wutside
of the monuments boundary and to start a cooperative process of defining
regicnal goals, However there is just one brief mention of other Federal
2gansies’ mandates and agendas which is under “Surrounding Land Uses"

on page 97. For the reglonal approach te really be tzken serdously in this
plan {it ig a worthy effort), more emphasis should be placed on regicnal
understandings and working within the mandates and constraints of all of the
regional participants, For a trve regional approach that has a chance of
Tasting over the long term, the plan maust consider the needs and comcerns of
the region’s population.

Pg_36, left col, par 3  The trail velocation 15 a good idea which will help
the springs, riparian situatien and animls.

Pg. 74, left co), par 4 and & What sre the goals of the recovery plams for
the pronghorn and the lesser long-hosed bat, and how do the proposals fit inte
the goals?

P 77, righ ar Quercys afoensis is referred to instead of Qusrcus
turbinelia. Also the new treatment of junipers for the Vascular Plants of
Arizont identifies the junipers in southwestern Arizena as Juniperus
coahuilensis, not Junlperus monasperma (Bartel 1994).

Pg 78, section on_Non-native ¥egetation This section refers to severa)
ihvagive species, but dees not include Brassica tourneforti7, a species which
is {nvasive gn adjacent public Vand and the Cabeza Prieta Mational ¥ildiife
Refuge (Phillips [394). The first documented record of Brassica tourneFortsf
for Organ Pipe Rational Monument is in the Fiora ef Organ Pipe Natienal
Monument by Bowers (1980}, Bowers states that Brassica tournefortis is *. ,
widespread in the monument. . . . The species is an 01d World weed which is
rapldly spreading along roadsides in the Southwest. There is & possibility
that it will crowd more colorfil native species vut of the roadside habitat.”
The increased density of this weed also adds to a self-perpetuating fire cycle
that results in the eiiminat{on of native Sonoran Desert woody species such as
seguagl-o znd palo verde, and the conversion of Sonoran Desert to an ahnual
grassland,

PE 83, left col, par 3 There are no bibliographic references fncluded for
the archaeclogical surveys performed by WACC, although the reports by Rankin
are 1tsted 1n the back,

-88,_sachi n Histor toric Respur This 1s fascinating and
full of good information, but there are very few references included. Tt
seems clear that {n places these references have been omitted.

Pg 88, Tpft col, par 2 Mention that the traditiomal territory of the Hia Ced
" oditam frclude the BLM-admintstered lands to the north around Ajo.

Py 90, section on Yjsitor Profile Reereationa) use is the dominate public use
of the Monument but is only superficlally dealt with. There is mention an
page 19 that "Host of these current capacities would be retatned since wisitor

usq daes not currently exceed these Vimits". What are these 1imits? How,
when and where were they established?

At saveral points in the plan there is reference to increasing visitor use,
which appears to be quantified only fn appendix ¥, The Jew projection in
gppendix F indicates an increase of approximately 60,000 visitors by the
year 2002, an increase of 20 percent over the next six years. While this
increase may be within the currest capacity it is a significant increase that
shotild be stated more clearly in the teat and analyzed fn the environmental
consequences section.

In addiiion it is easy to tell from tabie 5 that over 50 percent of the
manument’s use eccurs during the four months between Januzry and April.
Estimates from 1992 show an average of 31,250 visitors per month during this
four month peak use period. Pesk period wse wil) increase by an average of
7500 visitors a month to 38,750 a month by 2002, During this peak use period
the park amenities and destinations are unavailable or extremsly crowded.
Some of the proposals in this plan (such as the new visitors center) would
help, The increase of visitor use should be addressed in detail and analyzed
in the environmental consequances section.

STF/IDQIDIND HY4(T Y HO 542937 JHINIUICY)
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In the new treatment of oaks for the Vascular Plants of Arizena, Landrum
{139%4) has combined {uerces afaensis with Quercus turbinella, the compon scrub
vak species. Quercus ajoensfs would then no Tonger be a rare and seasitive
plant. Also, there are scattered cccurrences of organ pipe ractus
{Stenocereys thurberi) in the Sand Tank Mountains at their furthest northern
range 1imit (pers obs.).
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e
A RECENVED
im % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENC ORGAN PIPE CAGTUS N M
REGION IX
- 78 Hawthorne Strest M1k

San Francfsco, CA 941053901 %

July 10, 1955

Stanley T. Albright

Regicnal Directaor

Western Regional Orfice

National PBaxk Service
600 Harrison St., Suite 60D
San Francisco, CA 94107-1375

Dear Mr. Albright:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Draft Genaral Management Plan Developaant Concept Plana
Bnvironmental Impact Bfatemant (DEIS) for the Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument, Arizona. We ave swpmitting the following
comments in accordance with our responsibilities under the
National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality requlations implementing NEPA (40 C¥R Paris
1500~1508%, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The National ParX Service [NPS) examined two alternatives, a
“no action* or Ycontinuation of existing conditions, and a
“"Build" alternative, which is the preferred alternative., The
stated purhose for the General Management Plan is to guide the
overall mabagement and use in ways that will best serve yisitors
and presex¥e the values ¢f the monument. The alternatives
address management policies for natural, historic, and cultural
Tesources, plans for visitor use facilities, interpretive sites,
exhibits, trail developwent and Monument operations. Both
alternatives would entall upgrading the existing trail systems
and the creation of new trails. fThe preferred alternative
discusses a prograr of expanded patural and cultural yesource
pratection, and visitor uses and information regarding the
Monument. The PEIS also mepticns & plan to return several
developed areas to a vilderness state,

In meny respects the actions being proposed are relatively
gpecific, while the impact assessments for the General Management
Plan are stated generally. Site specific implementation measures
are not consistently jdentified in the Plan (trail realignments
and developments, facilities designs and locations, and the like)
and will, in many cases, depend upon subsequent planning. The
waps provided do indicate where facilities will most likely be
locatad in the areas of development, however, there are po maps
provided for the propossd 30 miles of maintained trails in the
Quitobaguito area. The DEIS does hot mention whether ox not

Prinsed on Recyciad Peper
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specific design and management issues which are not covered in
this document will be addressed in future detailed plans and
studies. BPA stggests that a more detailed analysis of specific
impacts on the bioclogical resources, alr guality, water, and
other aspects of the environment is necessary on a praject by
project basis.

We alsp believe that more detailed information should be
included in the Final EI3, such as specific mitigation measures,
and guidelines and procedures regarding erosion contrel, drinking
water, air quality, threatened and endangered species, trail
wanagement, and land use inside and outside the Monumant. This
inforgation could then be utilized as a baseline referance for
subsequent NEPA documents. Having this framework in the Finel
EIS will help other planning agencies, such as the county and
tribal council understand the basis for later NEPA documents and
will help identify what should be addressed in any future
cooperative agreements between agencies.

We are extremely concerned that the DEYS analyzed only two
alternatives. The decument did not prasent alternatives that
differed enough in scopa to sharply define the comparative
environmental impacts, making it difficult to choose among the
options proposed, This is ¢learly not the intent of MEPA.
Presenting a range of alternatives is “the heart of the
envirenmental impact statement® (40 C.F,R.1502.14). This section
states that agencies shall rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate ALL reasonable alternativés. We believe that there are
additional alternatives that the NPS could have analyzed in the
docunent based upon the stated purbose and need. For example,
we suggest the FEIS include an alterrative which contrels
restricted use of the monument, particularly in sensitive
ecological aveas, Another suggestion is to use a patrix approach
t¢ the plan evaluating alternatives for each component of the
plan (visitor use, natural resource protection, facilities
development) and identifyinyg the preferred action that offers the
least envircnmental impact. Please refer to our detajled
corments for further discussion of this isaue.

Due to the lack of an analysis of a full range of
alternatives and the fact that there is very little discussion of
mitigation measures which would be used to minimize the impacts
identified in the DEIS, we have rated this DEIS EO-2
(Environtiental Objestions—~Insufficient Information; see attachad
rating sheet). our detailed comments, which are attached,
suggest expanding the discussion of several areas of concern, and
we've also identified a number topics for clarification in the
Final BY8., We will contact you in order te discuss these
concerns further.

We appreciate the oppartunity to review your DEIS. Please
send one copy of the Final EIS to this office when the document
is officially submitted to EPA Headgquarters. If you have any
questions, please call me at 415-744-1566, or contact David J.
Qarlsen at 415-744-1577.

Yours truly,

(.'///“MSZ mﬁf

Deanna Welman, Director
0ffice of External Affairs

Attachments (3)
#000069 orgnpamp.dei

ce:  superintendent, Organ Plpe Cactus National Monument
Carol Young, Envircnmental Manager, Tohono Q'odham Naticn
sam Spiller, State Supervisor, USFWS, Phoenix, a3

SIH/JDG/JWD J:[l?.(a YT HO S4aFT JHaULUIG])



P91 2804

COMMENTS

EFTA COMMENTS:
HATICNAL PARK BERVICE, ORGAN PIFE CAGTUS NATIONAL MONUMENT
ORAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS JULY 189§

ae. 1 P 8
Yurpose and Need

The Purpese and Need Statement did not clearly explain the
need to change the current ranagement practices being Implemented
in the Monument nor was theve a sufficient discussion of the
current conditigns at the Monument.. The NPS described a need for
the plan in terms of recognition of the Manument as a unidque
global and regional park by UNESCO and through existing
legislation for the Organ Plpe Wational Monuwent. A mors
thorough discussion of the need for the plan follows in a section
titled "Direction for the Plan”, but there is no brief, concise
statement of the need £or the Plan following the statement of
purpese. An appropriate need statenent should briefly ildentify
the fact that the Monument ie receiving wmore and more annual
visitors, that there are potential impacts upon the Korument due
to the passage of NAFTA, and that there is nra current
COmprenensive management plan in place beiny implemented by the
NPS to address preservation of the Monument.'s natural and
cultural resources while ensuring & quality visitor experience.
We recommend that the NPS formulate a brief statement in the
Final EIS (FEIS), that will clearly summarize the Purpose and
Need for the deneral Plan. We alse recommend that in the Final
EIS, the KPS provide a detailed analysis of the current
conditions of the Monument in one section of the document.

rlternatives

Wa strongly suggest that the NPS examine other reasonable
alternatives that were not identified in the document or that
were dropped from consideration. We suggest that the NPS examine
an alternative that evaluvates winimizing the use of the Monument
and the sepnsitive areas within the Monument. There are concerns
identified in the DEIS such as unrestricted and unguided
visitatien, in the Quitobaguite area particularly, and theft and
poaching througnbut the Monument. We suggest that the NP5
discuss an alternmative of controlling the numbers of visitors by
implementing 2 program, such as a fee or reservation system. As
part of this discussion the NP5 should address how this
alternative will atfect poaching, theft at the historic
properties, and the Quitobaguito area. We also suggest that
theré nay be opportunities to improve facilities or change the
enrrent use of existing facilitles, visitor and employee, that
way weet the Purpose and Need for the panagemsat plan., For
example, there is ne justification in the DEIS that a 6,000

EPA COMMENTS:
NATIONAL PARIK SERVICE, ORGAN PIPE CACTUS NATIQHAL WONUMENT
DRAFT GEHERAL MANAGEMENT PLANAELS JULY 3068

sguare foot visitors center will be necessary to meet the statad
purpose and need, as cpposad to a 3,000 square foot wisitors
center or upgrading and expanding the current facilities. The
NPS could develop 2 matrix approach to the plan which would
include {mproving existing facllities, constructing new
facilities at a minimal level, constructing only the Science and
Resource center, veducing the nuwbers of overnight visitors and
dispersing the visitation across other areas, for example
constructing only 15 miles of new maintained trails in the areas
of great visitor interest,

¥itigation

4 progremmatic-level EIS, such as a General Management
Plan, should provide a framework for more detailed plans and
studies including mitigation weasures to minimize the impacts
from the implementation of the various parts of the project. The
FEIS should discuss direct and imdirect impacts on areas where
the KPS knows there will be development and trajl management apd
the measures that will be employed to mitigate thase impacts.

The NPS should refer to the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, 40
CFR 1500-1508, specifically sections 1502.14(f), and 1508,20,
regarding terms to use when discussing mitigation,

Since the NPS plans to implement these projects over the
next seven to nine years, we Suggest that the FEIS discuss any
foreseeable changes {in existing aite desigh and location plans),
which could either affect the priorities identified in the DEIS
or intreduce significant new rescurce management issues. The
FEIS should explain how the N¥PS will monitor impacts frem these
projects to ensure consistent management technigues are applied
throughout the monument,

The FEIS should identify spatially or temporally related
projects and should address oumulative and indirect {mpacts,
including ali potential impacks that may be out of {he control of
the NPS (40 C.F.R. 1508,7 and 1508.8),

Carrying capacity

The DELS indicates that the Monument's carrying capacity was
deternined (pg. 19), yet that information is referred te only in
the discussion of the proposed alternative. We recommend that
the data that was collected be summarized in a table indicating
the carrying cepacity of particular areas compared fo the actual
and projected nunpers of persons visiting those areas, This
information will provide a snapshot of the current conditions of
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ERA COMMENTS!
HATIONAL PARK SERVICE, ORGAN PIPY CAGTUS NATIONAL NONYMERT
DRAFT BEHERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS JULY 1598

the Monument and the areas that are experiencing overutilization.
It will also give the public and other agencies a better
undarstanding of the rationale for improvemepts to certaln areas.

Land use plans

The DEIE does not identify conflicting land uses in any of
the federal, stats, or tribal lands within or around the Monuwent
and the potential effects from land use decisians py thess other
entities. Alsc, {t is difficult to uvnderstand what parcels of
land are involved in the swap discussed on page 38 and what will
be the benefits te the Monument. The Final EIS should discuss
the potential outcome and benefits of the land swap with the
Tohono D'odhan Nation in much greater detail. The FEIS should
digcuss the management plans currently being employed at the
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, and how the projected
increase in visitors to the Monument may impact this area if the
preferred alternstive is implementad. The FEIS should also,
discuss ln much greater detail the impacts of an increase in
visitors and chang in the t upon the Lukeville area,
inoluding induced growth, 'The FEIS should address if there ls an
adeguate infrastructure in Lukeville to accommodate more pespls
and if not, what are some of the possible remedies that may ba
employed.

Trail and Wayside Development

The DEIS lndicates that there will be a significant new
maintained tralil system in the Monument. ¥Nowever, the document
does not provide locations for many of these trails nor does it
discuss the Individual and cumulative impacts trom the proposed
trails, We recommend that the FEIS provide maps and a discuszion
of the proposed trall system, including those in sensitive aresas
and discuss what the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
from the construction and maintenance and usage of these trails.
§imilar information should be provided in the discussion of the
pullouts and wayside exnibits. The DEIS does not provide a map
indicating the location of the probosed weyside-pullouts. The
description of thase areas should include information regarsing
the size, location, and numbers of vehiclas or peaple each area
will accommodate.

Quitohaquite Wetland
We have a number of concerns regarding the developument of

the trail system around the Quitobagwifto wetland area. Whlile we
appreciate the effort to develop the trail system in the area to

EPA COMMENTS:
HATIONAL PARK SERVIGE, ORGAN PIPE GACTUS NATIGNAL MONUMENT
DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLANEIS JULY 1805

reduce trampling damage to vegetation, we feel that the NP5
should more carefully analyze the inpacts from having a
maintained system in this area. We are concerned that the area
pay become a magnet for visitors that in the past nermally would
not have visited the area due to its remote location in the

t. We r d that the N¥PS conduct a separate carrying
capacity analysis of the area to determine the numbers of
vigitors that the area can support without damage to the
ecosysten and discuss the potential impacts from an increase in
visitation to the avea.

Mitigation Meaguraes

At several points, the DEIS identifies problems with
poaching of native flora and fauna, theft and vandalism at
Historic sites, and animal mortality due to Highway 85. Yet, the
document does not discuss in any detail the mitigation measures
that the ¥PS will utilize to reduce these impacts. We suggest
that the FEIS indicate what procedures the NPS hes explored in an
effort to reduge the inpacts on the Monupenit's resources, For
exanple, the FEIS should discuss if the NPS kas gxamined the
possibility of constructing culverts under Highway 85,
particularly in the area of the Mexican Rosy Boa habitat, in
order to reducs the rate of mortality caused by the reptiles
croseing the read. Also, what is the NPS plan for reducing the
problem with poaching, outside of inocreasing patrols in problem
areas?

Threatened and endangered species

EPh strongly encourages the NPS's coptinued coordination
with the Fish and Wildlife Service in identifying Threatened and
Endangered species, in accordance with the Endangered Species
Act. We note that the USFWS identified the T & E species and
spacies of concern that are within the monument. However, there
is ne significant discussion of the potential impacts from the
iwplementation of the alternatives to these threatened and
endangered specles particularly in the Quitobaguitc area. The
DEY% states that the development of a trail system will help the
endangered species populations in this area but hever identifies
the adverse impacts from & change in the amount of use in tha
areg. The DEIS does not discuss or suggest any speclfic
witigation techniques for this area or for any other -

T & E species that may experience adverse impacts. This is
particularly true for the Endangered Lesser Long~noseqd bat. The
document states {pp, 11l and 112) that the expansion of the Alame
canpground may have an indirect adverse impact on the largest
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DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLANEIS JULY 1855

maternity coleny of this bat species yet thexre are no mitigation
measures discussed in erder to remedy these iwpacts. This is a
serious omission in the d t and we T d that the NPS
conduct the Endangered Specles Act Section 7 consultation with
the Fish and Wildlife Service and include it in the FEIS.
further mitigation technigues should be discussed and autlined so
that will pe a reference for future developrent projects.

Working cleagly with Tribal Authorities

In keeping with Executive Order 12888, Fadoeral hctions to
Mdress Environmental Justios In Minerity pepulations and Low-
income Populations (£ 12898), Tthe FEIS should describe the
measures takeh by the NPS to fully analyze the snvironmental
effects of the proposed Federal action on wminerity communities
and low income pogulations. The intent and requirements of EO
12898 are clearly illustrated in the President's Pebruary 11,
1994, Memorandum for the Heads of all Departments and Agencies,
attached. We recommend that the NP5 work ¢losely with the tribal
souncils or goverrments in the areas where there will be trail
development in or near sacred tribal lands, apd that the Nps
recognize and develop witigation measures for environmental
impacts identified by tribal councils and governments. The NPS
should potify the tribal governments of any proposed trail
alignments well in advance of development s¢ that the tribes have
ample opportunity to notify the ¥PS of the suitability of the
alignment. The NPS should alsoc ensare that the Tribal
governments have aceess to all public information relating te the
environmental plapning of the Nonuwment,

RESQURC

The DEIS states that the Organ Pipe Cactus Natiomal Monument
is 2 €lass IY attainment area and that the NPS s exploring the
possipility of reclassifying the area as a Class Y attainment
area. However, thera is an insufficient discussion in the DEYS
ot the alr impacts from the construction and use of trails,
roads, and facilities within the Monument. We disagree with the
staterent on page 109 that the amount of ycad dust will rewain at
existing levols under the prefarred alternative, The NPS
provides no basls for the statement and we believe that under the
preferred alternative, with significant {ncreases in visitors and
conatruction actlvities, that the amount of reoad dust and P10
wiil increase. The NPS should addrass this iesue in much greater
detail in the FEIS, and discuss nitigation measures that could be
employed along the unpsved roads in order to reduce any localized
or lony term air impacts,

EPA COMMENTS!
HATIONAL PARK SERVICE, ORGAN PIPE CAGTUS HATIONAL MONUMENT
ORAFT GENERAL MaNAQTMENT BLANEIS JULY 1885

We commend the NPS for propesing a comprehensive air guality
progyam to protect the wonuments air quality. We encourage the
NPS to proceed with this program and % that impl tation
of such a Drogram may 2ssist them in answering the guestions
posed above as well as monitoring the changes in air quality
dus to the increased numbars af wimitors within the Monument.
HATER. RESQURCES

The DEIS does not state the level of direct or indivect
impacts to yetlands, %he PEIS should address the inpacts that
Yonument and trail devalopments way have on the Quitobaguito
wetland area in greater detail. It would be prudent to discuss
the current wetland management technigues that are used, and to
incorporate any appropriate managepent techniques inte the FEIS.
1f you have specific questions concerning wetlands, pPlease
contact Mr. Jeff Rosanbleoom, Chief, wetlands and Sediment
Management section at (415) 744-196Z.

Also, the Quitobaguito area fdentified in the DEIS ceuld be
subject to serious erosion impacts due to the construction ang
maintenance of the trail aysten proposed for the area, We are
concernad the HPS does not offer ap erosion contrel plan to be
implemented within the monument, We recommend that the NPS place
a preliminary erosion control plan in the Final EIS as the
reference for future environmental documents. We are including
an outline of erosion control management practices for guidance
on methods that can be used to mininize erosion from trail, road,
and building construction projects.

The DEIS indicates. that a water conservation program will be
implemented in the Monument. We recommend that the Nbg gqutline
this water conservatioh program and commit te its implementation
in the FEIS8,

ER_ I, 8 CLAR

The Praft Ei$ did not contain a Glossary of terms nor an
Index. The Final EI5 should.
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Attachgent B

Brogion

g,

Schedule projects so clearing and grading is done during
times of ninimum erosion potential.

Mark and clear off only areas essential for comnstruction.
avold daisturbing vegetatlon on steep slopes or cther
critical areas such ag highly erodible s0ils and areas that
drain directly into sensitive water bodies,

Route congtruction to avold existing and newly planted
vegetation.

Protect natural vegetation with fencing, tree armoring.
Cover or stabilize topsoil stockpiles.

Use wind erofion conptrols to act as wind barriers such as
salld board fences, show fencas and bales of hay.

Sead and mulch disturbed areas.

8iting Roadways aznd Bridges

1,

consider the type and locatlon of permanent erosion and
sediment controls such as vegetative buffer strips, grass
swales, enerqy dissipators and velocity comtrols.

Avoid marshes, bogs and other low-lying lands subject to
flooding.

avoid locations reguiring excessive cut and £ill.

avold locations subject to subsidence, land =lides, roeck
cutcroppings and highly erodible soils.

size right~of-ways to include space for siting runcff
poliution control structures, as appropriate.

Avold locations requiring numercus river crossings.

Direct pollutant loadings away from bridge decks by
diverting runcff waters to land for treatment.

THE WHITE Hoyse
WAIHiNGTa N

Felmyary 11, 1994

Wm?oﬂmm QPALLU. ) mmrbs
0} S DEPARTMENTS (s}

SUBdEGT: Exacu
' tive Order an Pad
Bavironmencal Juseiee oot ACSLONE 88 Addrese
254 Low-Tacane Papsae oy "+ POPULACiong
Today 1 nay

% issed an 3
Ta Ad LXecutive
dress Ravironmenra] g_lu:ice g:‘;::;ng;‘i%q‘d';:;tl::zipm
Sinariay o oh S8 wvizimenta oy pan 85I Ko focug Tog
TiLy communlties ard lomejm o hgman ha:icg, condi tiamy i;:al
to nmental justige. b oy With ene
nz:gi:tf:;ehmmf;:ﬁga:téoa 2 Fadurar peoier s alao Grenes
TitY communitiey ang T SAvitonmane Ttantially
ST e e
RTS8 TAlating vy huweap h“l“gh‘ir‘g;?‘::ac Dmiczzggzcﬂ“?}k
Tha rorposy of £hi, Tongent., o
previsien °9'-w:'in::n“ ity
85 A0E Drrsonn sceumy iS00 SR hel ezscare ca
virsmnens R i TO0N BEs Matien 1%, T

exiai; comman] in minoris
Mminzi’ﬁ:ﬁ?53?3“&22”“ioasmii:;iomm}f:ﬁ“ ot toars Y
and Log.q, . Th3 Lo prevepe of thi
cimtnly;-wﬁ;; :g?:mm:uﬁ“ £x5a Mmmsfﬁﬁ"iﬁ%“m‘gﬁ"
I ap ¢ * eavizonmental effects, & LIOFOT-

Seady baraters coapy Ereckin,
foll,

-2 iy tha
M:ks APPTORIate and poser “;}_ﬁt departieng ang

SIT/IDA/IIND Wi 243 1O S47PT JUBM0D



891 38v,g

COMMENTS

2

Zach Faderal
: = Ageney small a i
including hugpy . ilyze ron
Federal a.c?ic:\: healtn, sconomic M‘*S:g“{;iozgntt sis

o gL facte, of '
and low-{ncome ey Y=g effecis on winopicy couum'moé

~Tleg

s ch analypiz {5 o Tad
e roey Act of 13¢5 pamr TLis By
Real agsorniin Ol BOAGUIES autlined of s, ne-s
oT Teoord bp onsal 3 vhm:f}t, covironmental impast suaalyzad
iston, o% Leasible, should addregg TR

Al péiac

H envirgnm,
actiong R tal effecrs o
Comauritigg, | 0 MOFLLY commumitisa apg 1o fg pnrcnpoc Pored

Bach pader
mput ia Yhe Toen Looall Provide smpexeugyey

effacts ang ,dug‘prueess. including jdengiy:

T 20 LOr comanyns
Tio8 Beasures 1n copgalpeed and LoreRtial

2Ty

cD\‘M;u.n_i'tiﬁa and AF & o]
) . dmpro: ing the accesli.bﬂit;y of Raetings
: 9%, Crueia}
The Env.\.m:lm..,at ta) Provaction

enﬁmﬂmeuﬁu.cfhc“ o Agency;
i L Bz | ving

Heotion rasder faction 305 oF he Bycion, of foker Federay
anal : . BOSuTe Chat th » 42 4,8,z
e S arrzomsua) effeces o ;Qg:g%;ad Agency wds gy
ccononis crieora, -+ 0lding umam haith, pecacy, 2%,

Eagh Pedexyl a

i ] Jncy shall
sunord e aznstre chy b, .
ac::e.is‘?:’oc;ubn 508 3% low- income :o:g\:nitiiic' {ocluding
a0 roamen _pi: ingam;&on relating tq 1 . ka:hadnqu;n
::;tmhgdgw tho Fraedon or rion8, and gnzor oF
Y‘;‘.“&gﬁﬂwsgi'u' thncju sl . snc:::l;ns 3-8.C.
seanlon 1104g, 5+ SOWRRLTY Righc ve- Know l.ctssmhaﬁis:f"

LA A )

Thig WERS PRIy,

Lo inzendeg
ﬁam:agto; the Zxecutive ;;zlm aue is net in
rhoraities SO s el SO
PATLY againmg vhe United acer, o s lavior 'q;i:;’;hhuy‘

°F amy persen. States, {ta agencies, igy “_ﬁ_.\;'c_

¥, Lo dmprove the internay

'-‘\h “-'\‘\}\M/}ri\x OCJH\{-\;\ N

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fi5H AND WILDLIFE SERVIGE
ARIZONA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES STAYE OFF(
2321 W. Royal Palm Roed, Suita 103 RECEIVED
Phoenixn, Arizona 850271-4951

Telaphone: {602) 640-2720  FAX: (602) 640-2[30  Z7128'%)

ORGAN PIPE GAGTUS MM,

August 24, 1995 ;
In Reply Refer To: 2
AESC/SE g O
2-21-89-1-078 Rty
Lniel. Bs, A
MEMORANDUM R e b et W
- I
TO: Superintendent, Organ Pipe Cactus National Monnmm@

FROM: State Supervisor

SUBJECT: Review of Draft General Manag Plan/Development Concept
Plans/Environmental Impact Statement for Oigan Pipe Cactus National
Monument

We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments,

The indicates that ltation had been conducted with the Fish and Widlife
Servics with reference ta an issued (June 16, 1994) species list. If, as the document also
states, listed species will be affected by actions of the alternatives, then consultation should
20 beyond development of & species list.  Specifically, the document states that the
endapgered lesser long-nosed bet (L epionyeictis surasoae yerbabugnge) and Quitobaquite
desert pupfish i i mzy be impacted by actions described in the
proposal, Although no direct loss of habitat is expected, the document states that the
speties could potentially be affected by human-induced disturbance, mortality, of habitat
degradation. In the same paragraph, b , the d states that the preferred
alternziive is expected to have eitber no effect, a beneficlal effect, or is not Kkely to
adversely affect listed species. Thus, if a determination of effect is acteally wade and
presented in the docuraent, ot Serviee cannot find it The docunent only very briefly
specifies how listed species could be potentially affected. We recommend that an adequate
biological assessment of the effects of the proposed action o all listed species that are in
the project arez be conducted. U the Pack Service determines that the action s Likely to
adversely affect listed species, then those effects mwst be eliminated or formal Itation
must be condugted with the Service,

The documeny ontlines the National Park Service’s course of action in considering listed
species 1o comsist of surveying areas proposed for development prior 10 undertaking ax
action; if listed species were determined to be accupying such sites the Park Service would
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consult with the Service to determine appropriate mitigation measures to avoid adverse
impacts. The Service agrees that surveys should certainly be part of the assessment of
effects to listed species that may result from & project, However, listed species may also be
affected by acticns even if habitat is not currently ocoupied. Such situations should alse be
addressed and evaluated in 4 biological

Sino¢ the June 16, 1994, species list was issued, the status of the cactys ferruginous pygrmy-
owl {Glaucidium brasilianum cactorym) bas changed. [t is now proposed as endangered
with proposed critical habitat. We are concerned about the proposed addition of a new
campground at Alamo Canyon under the preferred alternative. Without a map of the
proposed action, it is difficult to evaluate it. Placement of a new campground at Alamo
Canyon nceds to be done in the context of not adversely affecting proposed critical babitat
for the cactus fermginous pygmay-owl.

We believe the preferred alternative would greatly stabilize Quitobageito snaif habitat. The
plax showld address actions identified in the Pupfish Recovery Plan. It should address
implementing recovery aetions for sll species, where appropriate.

Thark you for the spporiulity to review the draft document. If we can be of further
assistance, please contact Bill Austin or Bruce Palmer.

LAl s

F. Spillér

ce:  Regional Director, Fish and Wildlite Service, Albuquecque, NM (AES)
Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ

4 X1AN3ddY
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Appendix C: Comment Letters on the Supplement

Because the comments in the following letters have not been discussed in public forums, all of them are printed in this
Appendix, tn the order listed on the following tndex. They tnclude the public agency and tribal governmert letters that
are required fo be printed.

Public Agency and Tribal Government Comment Letters

Arizona Department of Transportation, Highways Division

Arizona Game and Fish Department, Regional Habitat Program

Tohono edham Nation, Gu-Vo District and Hia-Ced O’odham Program
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Papago Agency

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office

U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District Office

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

University Comment Letters
University of Arizona, College of Arts and Sciences

Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology, Malusa, Jim
University of Arizona, College of Arts and Sciences,

Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology, Rosen, Phillip

Special Interest Groups

Defenders of Wildiife, Wildlife Counsel

Economic and Environment Association

Traditional O’'odham Leaders of the Traditional O’odham in Mexico

Individual and Business Comment Letters

Bellingham, John and Betty

Cole, Douglas

David Gabrielle

Fahn, Jack D. and Betty H.

The Guest House Inn, and Mine Managers Inn Bed and Breakfast
Panther, Jeff

Rogers, Roc

Petition Letters

The NPS received copies of one petition with hundreds of signatures. The petition has been numbered, the
key subject matter defined, and the person or group is listed who submitted the petitions to the National
Park Service.

Page 171
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W—————— T
s June: 17, 1996 RECEIVED e ergom
LARRY 5. BONINE ORZAM PIPE CACTUE .M. §
Jin20'9%6 :
|
T
Mr, Harold Smith, Superintendent —— y‘(

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

INTERMODAL TRAMNSPORTATION DIVISION
Tucson District
4224 5. Seeond Awerun, Tucson, Alizong, 85713-1802
Phone (520) 620-5412

U.S. Depariment of the interior
National Park Service

Qrgan Pipe Cactus National Monument
Route 1, Box 100

Ajo AZ 853216628

Dear Harold: i

A review of the Biological Asgessment for the Organ Pips Cactus National Monument
General Management Plan on Threatened and Endangered Species has been conducted
by this office.

We are concerned with your proposals affecting State Highway 85. To what extent is
motorist education being planned and implemented? Whatis the Parks schadule for
constructing undarpasses on the highway? When will the Park change the wire on the
right of way fence? Funding, tming, and details of all your proposils are of particular
concem {o the Arizona Depatment of Transportation,

State Highway 85 is a significant corridor within the State and has been identifiad as 2

NAFTA Corridor. We afe concermned about the movement of peaple and goods from the
United States to Mexico, whether it be on business or recreation.

Safety of the highway is paramount in cur mission and goals. The Departrent will
continug to Maintain and operate the highway in a safe manner and we iook forwarg fo
our mutual working relationship with you in the future as sva have in the past.
Sincerely,

(e g g

Williaen .. Higgins, P E.
Tucson District Engineer

Wilt.dlo
- Michael LaBorgna

August Hard}
Rick Heredia

WORWAYE TRANEPQRTA ION MLAMANG AERTCE

Gorermse
Fite Syalngten

OF ARIZONA S I o s higoints
v hTar man, [lomie JHIHOR, ShawTiake

RELEIVED MicHea M. Golishily, Faglf

IBEAM PIPE CALTUS MM | St tion
GAME & FISH DEPARIMENT |

b .
2221 West Greenway Road, Phocnix, Arizens sﬁ . Y AolscP e
Depury Directos
— Thomas W_ Sgalding
June 13, L1256 5
Mr. Harold J. Smith . i
Superintendent
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
Route 1, Box 1049
Ajo, Arizona 85321 5 o |

Re: Supplement to the Draft General Management Plan, Development
Concept Plans, Bnvironmental Impact Statement; Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument (Monument}, National Fark Service
{Service)

Dear Mr. smith;

The hrizona Game and Fish Department (Department] has reviewed the
above-referenced document, released March 25, 1986. The Department
regrets the delay in our response. We appreciate the Service’s
efforts to address issues identified in our previous letter of
August 29, 1995. The following comments are provided for your
congideration.

GEMERAL COWMENTS

& The Department supports the new, redesigned Quitcbaquito
development plan, as degcribed on Page $-39.

¢ Regarding new trails and campgrounds, the Department commends
the evaiuvation of potential impacts to wildllfe at the Alamo
Canyon campground. The Department requests the gpportunity to
evaluate these developments on a case-by-case basis when more
detailed plans become available.

¢ The majority of readkills and wildlife observations appear to
occur where State Route £5 intersects mountainous cutcrops and
major washes. Along SR 85, there are five locaticns that
generally fit this description. We recommend targeting thease
aread for new culverts or modified culvert designs.
Bducational signs and a reduction in vehicle speeds in these
areas also is anticipated to veduce the number of roadkills,

¢ The Department supports the proposal to install bat-accessible
gztes in bat maternity areas near Alamo Canyon (page 5-83).
These gates, along with informative signa, can be effective
nanagement tools Lo prevent disturbances of bat habitat.

An Baaal Oppoitunity Reasonable Accommodations Agency

2 XIGNAdIY
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Mr. Harold J. Smith
June 19, 193§
2

8o The Department would appreciate the opportunity Lo participate
in multi-agency work groups, such as those deseribed for SR 85
corridor planning efforts, and for cthe preparation of a
Wilderness Management FPlan for the Organ Pipe Cactus
Wildexness.

PAGE-SPECIPIC COMMENTS
E: -16 1414f n =

similar to wordihg in the gection on Threatened, Endangered and
Sengitive Species (Page 5-17}, the Departwent recommends that other
wildlife nmanagement zekions on the Monument alse be coordinated
with our agency.

P =81 notan  Pr.

gecauge Quitebaquite Springs could be a water scurce for Sonoran
pronghorn, the Department recomuiends that this section addreas any
potential impacts to pronghorn resulting from implementation of the
Quitobaquito plan.

Page £-83. Cactus Peryuginous Pyamy Owl

1t is stated in this section that the last known occurrence of
cactus ferruginous prgmy-owl was in 1983, Ve request that this
information be updated to include two observations from 1935 and
three observations from 1596, as identified by Monument staft.

Thank you for the opportunity te provide these comments. 1If you
have any questions, pleass contact Mr. John Kemnedy, Yuma Regional
Habitat Program Manager, at (520) 342-0081,

Sincerely,

fon

Ron Christofferson

Project Evaluation Coordinator
Habitat Branch

RAC:HLD:no

cc: Larry Voyles, Reglonal Superviser, Reg;on v, Yuma
Terry Johnaon, Chief, Nongame Branch

AGFDE 4-08-96(13)

May 22, 1996

Supetintendsnt

Organ Pipe Cactys National Monumeant
Routs 1, Bax 100

Ajo, Arizana 85321

Gu-Vo District and the Hia-Ced G'odham ngram
Rasponse 10 the Supplemant to the Crgan Pipe Cacws ,
Natlonal Menument Jraft
Genaral Management Plan
Devglopment Concept Plans
Environmental impact $tatement

The Supplement to the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument Genacal Management
Plan was extramely difficult to understand to adequataly compile a reply due to the
unglear maethod it was presentied, Thers fs na claar diraction in which alternatives will
be implemenrted in tha final Management Plan.

To adequalsly respond 10 the Management Plan we request the Nationgi Park Sarvice
1o provide sufficient time to raviaw the fina! dralt betore it is submitted tor approval.

1t was afso unclear i the additional recommendations pravicusty submitted by tha Gu-
Vo District and the Hia-Ced O'adham Program wers considerad 2s we did not receive
any wilttan responss or atknowledgement, we therefors resubmil our initial staterment,
{attachmeant 1}

The suppisment makes an emphasis on the desire of the Grgan Pipe Naticnal
Monurment to enter into a consultation understanding with the Tohane Codham Nation,
itis our recommendation that the April 29, 1994, Executivae Directive issued the
agenties of the Federal Government yc operate In & government to govemment
refationship with Federally Recognized Trivas, be implamented, {altachment 2

1t is also our desire 1o enter into {his refaticnship with the National Monument to fully
panicipate in the Management Pian of the Crgan Fipe Cactus Nationa! Monumsnt.

We beliava that it would be bengficial t0 both the Crgan Pipe Cactus National
Monument and tha Tehane C'odham Nation that an agreament is reached for the
National Monument 15 balter undarstand how important this region and the ecosysten
is to the O'adharm and assure an acceptable consultation arrangement with the Tehong
Q'odham Nation under existing laws.

Jumaiddng ay3 Ho s43117 JUUHIOD)
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mendatf n tiong;

The Gu-Vo District and the Hia-Cad Q'adham Program continue to stress the
impontance of inciuding in the Management Plan ot the Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument an assurance that the Q'odham will have authorized free
a¢e85$ 10 sacred and significant sites to continua traditional cultural and
eligious practices.

The (u-Vo District ang Hia-Ce C'odham Frogram wge the Nationa) Park
Service 1o recansider the re-esiablishment of an Q'odham community in the
Quitobaquito areas undar the design of the Man and the Biosphere Concapt.

Wa recommend a direct and continued communication arzangement be
astablishad betwsen the Gu-Vo Pistrict and tha Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monurnent since the Gu-Vo District is directly on the bordes, neighboring e
Qrgan Pipg Cactus National Monumant.

In case of emergancies due 1o natural disasters or unfortunate accideats # would
be advantageous o both parties that & cooperative arrangement js established
between the Gu-Vo District and the Crgan Pipe Cactus National Monument.

To confirm for documantal purposes we racemmaend to the National Park Service
with Tohono ('ogdham repregentation conduct an amhiopelogical research fo
establish affiliation of the O'odham 1o the Qrgan Pipe Cactus National Monurment
area.

Anothor concern that is in the supplement an page S-110, Appendix &: Mitigation
Mezsuras and Development Constraints, we strongly disagres and express that
i our vigw mitigation is not sulticient to the management of signiticant cultural,
sacrad and religious sites.

On Page S-16, we raquest more information on the Ecological Moenitoring
Pragram (EMT) and request tull Tobono O'odham participation in the study.

The \ntarnationa! Walar Assessment propased in the supplemant should include
other agancies such as (BWC and Mexican counterpans,

What is the Crgan Pipe Cactus National Monument deing to address and
pravent Alr Poliution from Mexico?

What is the Draft Aircrait monitoring and management grogram? Pags 5-19

Wo horeby request a written raply i cur proposal and hiow we can work together to
better protect and manage our tradiional territaries.

Thank you for your continuad suppon.

Submj

Ophelia Rivas, Chairperson
Gu-Vo District

Gl
emando Yalenline, Superviser

Hia-Cad Q'cdham Program

¢cc:  Edward Manue!, Chairman, Tohone O'odham Nation
Henry Ramon, Vice-Chalrman, Tohono OYogham Nation
Josaph Joaquin, Chairman, Cultdre Preservation Committes
Bruce Babbit, Secretary of Inferiar
Ed Pastyr, Representative
John MeCain, Represantative
Jim Kolbe, Reprasentative
John Christensen, Bureau of Land Management

I XIANAJdY
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COMMENDARIONS OF TEE GI-YO DFSTRICT AND UYA-LED 5°ODEAM DROGRAK
CACTTS NATTONAL WONMMENTS' CONGERT
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RESOLUTION OF THE GU-¥O DISTRICT GOVERNING COUNCY,
{(pproval of e Gue-¥o Drivericy Culearsl Adviscry Groep and
fila Ced O'Odbam Program Diaft Smrement)

RES. NO.G£0705,

WHEREAS,  the Gu¥q Disteict Gaveratng Council ao juze 57, 199522
reqular coundd] meeting did rescive the following, and:

WHEREAS,  the Gu.Yo District and the iz Qad OOdhatn Program belteve
that the spiritual and cultural relationship to totsgal
terdtodes 5 sacyed, and:

WHEREAS, the Gu-Vo Digerict and the Hia Cod O'Cdham Progrim hage a
spiritual and cultural responaibility as O'Odham W mainals
and protact these ancasmal werritories, ands

WHEREAS.  the Gu-Vo District and the Hia Ced O'Oclham Program based
this stacement on O'Odbam bellefs and the vatces of the
elders who malnwmin the oral cuiture.

KW THEREFORE BE 1T RESQLVED, that the Gu.Vo Dlstricr Cound) endorse
and sypport the Draft Statement submitted by the Gu¥e
Diwrict Cultural Adwisory Group £od the Hia Ced ¢Odham

Program.

THEREYORE E IT FUETEER RESCLVED. that the Gu-Vo Distrlet Governing
Gounedl requesc the Tohono O'Odbam Natlons Lagislative
Counct! ty endorse and support the atmment of the Gu¥o
District {dvisory Group and the Hia Ced COdban Progrm o
be subpirted to the Organ. Pipe National Monument Draft
Genenal Management Plan.

CERTIFICATION-
The foregotng Resolution was duly adopred ata Gu-¥o Dlstrict Govaming
Cound] mesting beid ap June 07, 1995 with & quarum of eight tounel]
members with 2 vote of: 08 FOR: 0 AGAINST: & NOT VOTING and
01 ABSENT,

risaills Thowmas, Seczediry

TOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT RELATIONS WITH NATIVE AMERICAN
TRIBAL GOVERMMENTS

Here 8 the tezw 27 the Governrtenied Dise
bl Whice

¢ Ra AT G wath v £ SO~ gaverTtment relarigrskips it by Braident Clnsan
ange meening with (ncicr ragl fesdern.

Memarangum for the Heads of Exscutive Depariments exé Agenciss

The Unjted States Gavernment has 3 enique legal refatiorship with Native American ribal gavernments
as set fomh in the Constinution of the United States, tteati=s, starutes, and court decisions, At exscntive
deparumenss and agencies undertake acivies affecing Native American uibal rights or rust resourcas,
el activities siould be implemented io & knowledgeable, sensitive mannar respestful of tribal
soveraigary. Today, as pan of an historic mesting, 1 am outdining princigles ihat exezutve departments
sad agencias, including every componext bureaw and efficz. are tm follow in their imteracions with Nagve
American trival governments, The perpose of these pricciples is to clariiy our respersizility to ensure
:hat the Faceral Government oparates within & governmeni-io-government relatiotsaip wic federally
recognized Nadve American triges. [ am srongly comzzineed (o building 3 mors eFactive daysto~day
waorking relationship reflectng respact for the rights of self-government dus e sovi iioal govern~
ments,

Ir arder1p erzure that the Aghas of soversign irbal governmanzy are filly rerpeced, ey brarch ¢4~
tivigies shedl Ea guicad by the following:
(1) The hezd of each executive deparment and sgency shall be respousiole for 2asusing that the

depariment Cf 3gency aparsteswitting jovertaent-to-goverament relatonship it izderally recognized
il govermnents.

{b) Each exzeutive degartment and 2gency shall consult, 1o the greatest extent practieabie and to the axtent
pevmined by law, with tribal governments prioe 10 taking acsions thay adact federally s2cognized tribal
goveramens. All such consultations 272 10 be open and eandiq so that all imceresiad paies may evaluate
{or ttemselvas the potential impae: of istavamt propesals,

{c} Bach exsmutive depariment 4nd agengy shall assess the impace of Faderal Govertmenc pians, projects,
programs, and aciivitics on trifal tust rssources and assure ar tribal goverzment righs aod concarns
are qonsidarsd duning the devalopatest af such pians, projects, programs, and activities.

() Each exsqutive depamment and sgency shall take appropriate steps 10 remove any procedural
impedimen s t0 working direcy end efzctively with iribal goveraments on actvides (32t afect the trust
7ioperTy anc/or goverraeutal cgi ol the tribes.

{¢} Each exawutive department 2nd aganey shall work cooperatively with other Faderal daparunents and
agcncies 10 + their inerest 2od supper i cooperadve #fforts, whers appropriais, W t=amolish the
goals of (this memarandum,

() Each caecutive department 22¢ egeacy shall apply the reguiraments pf Exscutive Ordess Nos, 12873

{Eahancing the [niergovernm Pargership™) and 12866 ("Regulatory Flanning snd Review’) to
design sal T3y, in approprizre circumstancas, 10 a4tress pesise of unique

Aesds of W22l communities.

: and agency shall ensure chat the depariment of ¥geacy’s bureaus

ance wAtd s teq

This mem
a0t Iintend

sdur is intendad or
and does not, ¢razie

ove the intemal managemtent ol the &
ght 1o adnuinis:ative or judicial review, or

& branch and is
¥ uther tight of

emerandum, (hirowgh gublication of awsr meats. and that they
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The Dizez
memorandunt in the Exdaral Bevivas

(Signeds %

=/ Clinton
THE WHITg HOUSE, Waskingien, April 29, 1994

POLICY CONCERNING DISTRIBUTION OF EAGLE FEATHERS FOR NATIVE
AMERICAN RELIGIOUS PURPOSES

Herg i she 1o of the Govemments!
o his Whire House megting with incl

infte do with the zraczios of Nedve Amesaanedigions signed 2y President Ciirzon

agd leayre,

Memorz=dum for the Heads of Faeuive Deparumests and Agences

Eagle (sathers hold a saered placs In Native American culvire and refigiows practicss. Besuse of the

{zathess’ significance to Natve Amesican herflage and soasistens with due taspes ior the government-

10-govermmant felationship be Federal and Native Americaa 1wival governmeaty, this Ad-

mirisiration has wndenzks policy 226 procedural changes to facilitaie the eoilecdon and disuisution

of scarce eaghs bodies and para fo¢ Sis purpose. This Semmorapdum sfirms ad formalizes exesytive

granc§: geiicy to easure Wz piogias begun on this {mportant matter cotiues acuss e exeTutive
rangs.

Today, 25 part of an hiylorc mesting with 2ll federally racognized tobal qavermmens, T am direcring
executive departments and aganciet {2ereafter eollemively "agency” or "agencies’) 1 soek cooperatively
with trive} govermmants and 1o ressamiye broadly their pracuicss aod procsdirss (o wek apporuaitiss
to acsommiodate Natve Amedaas reiigious practicss to the fullest extentunder the faw.

Aspart ¢f these effors, agezcies siiz? izkes steps to improve their cotlecion and ranstst of sagle carcasses
and ezgiz bady parts (Teagles’) for Nadve American religious puarposss. The mics:s of this inflative
requires the participation, snd is thersiore (e responsibility, of all Federa land managing 4geacies, not
just thoss #ithin the Deganmestol S lmerion [ thersiore dirsc: each 2gescy rasparsibie o¢ managing
Federal lands w diligealy a2d spedidously recover salvageable eagles found on lands vnder their
Jurisdleticn and ensure (22 the sigles are promptiy shipped ro the National Esgle Repository
ry"). To assis agances it dhis expanded efor, the Seqsry of the Inztor shall issue

le3, praciicss, an
tes ta the Reges
zind encourags :
a of cagles for N
Intericr snall continee 1 adcs

s nécegsary ic actotdance wit tese guided
saply.

o qizps taken by Wie Depariment of the Inteer io imprave the
Ancciean religiows purposss. In pamicalen e Depactment of the
25 and procadures and taks those dctiocs ne2ssay 10!

245 10 2ecover and

the pricriry of ¢
iigious gurpeses, :a
the cagle pe

2oz of eagles, upez permit application, Bt for ticirional Native
=t permintad Ty law, and thea to otaer uses:

jon procass quiskiy and to the gaaust exent jossivle 1o help
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RESOLUTION OF THE GU-VO DISTRICT GOVEBNING COUNCIL
{approval of the Gu-Vo District Cultural Advisory Group and
Hia Ced 0'Odham Program Response Statement to the
ORE} Supp} tto the G [ Ma Plan)

RES. NO.052396.

WHERRAS,  the Gu-Vo Dstrics Governing Council on June
23, 1096 at 2 regular cound] meeting did resolva
the followlng, and;

WHERKEAS,  the Gu-Vo District and the Hia Ced O'Cdbam
Program believe that the spiritual and coltaral
responsibllity zs O'Cdham to maintatn ard
piotect these ancestral terrltorics, and:

WHEREAS,  the Gu-Vo District and the Hia Ced O'Cdbam.
based this siztement on O'Odhatn bellefs and the
volces of the elders who maintain the oral culture.

THEREFORE BB IT RESOLVED, that the Gu-Vo District Coundll

d pport the bruftted to the
supplement of the Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monuments G | Marag t Plan sut
by the Gu.Vo District Cultural Advigory Growp and
the Hia Ced O'Odham Program.

THEREFORE BX JT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Gu-Vo District
Governing Coundl request the Tohono 0'0Odham
Hations Legislative Coundtl to endorse and support
the statement of the Gu-Vo District Advisory Group
and the Eiz Ced Q'Odham Program to be subnitted
to the Supplement of the Organ Plpe Cactus National
Monument Genegzt Management Plan,

3

-CERTIFICATION-
The foregoing Resolution was duly adopted at 1 Gu-Vo Distrket
Governing Councll meeting heid on May 23, 1996 with a quorzm
of efght counctl members present, with a vote of: {7 FOR: 0 NOT
VOTING, 6 AGAINST and 02 ARSENT.

Ophelia Rivay,

O XIANAIIY
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
PAPAGO INDIAN AGENCY
SELLS, ARIZONA B3634

Environmental Quality

Y1

Mr. Harold J, Smith

Superintendent

Grgan Pipe Cactus National Monument
Route 1, Box 100 .
Ajo, Arizona 85321 +

Mr. Smlth: ..ﬁj"’f;’:l_m-.‘
The Bureaw of Indian Affairs Papago Agency hag had the oppertunity
to review the $Syppleme o the Dxa enera an rent  Pla
Pevalopmen CNCEP g Bovivonmental Jmpact Statenen for the
Organ Pipe National Monument.. DBased on our review, we offer the
following commenta?

1. The Tohono O'odham Nation should be coneulted each and every
time cultural and archaecloglcal resonrces isswes are to ba
discuesad.

2. In administering archaeological surveye, mitigation or
monltoring, the peighboring Indlan groups should be wontacted and
infoymed of the discoverles each time a discovery situation ocours,
not when appropriate, as stated.

3. Borrow material extraction sites and spoil disposal on Tohono
©O'odkam Nation lande is prohibited without further consultation
with the Hation and further environbental studies.

4. If the monuwent improvement will require land exchanges or
boundary amendments with the Tohons Q'odham Hation, environmertal
surveys would be conducted for pessible hazardons waste areas or
inappropriate developments from previous land uses befors any
exchanges or amepdmente are finalized.

Thank you for providing ys the opportunity to comment on the
document. If you have any questions, please contact Minnie Mann at
(520)383-3341.

Sincerely,

)S?;::Aitendent

Papaga Agency

or¢ Eaylronpental {mality services
Phoenix Area Office

Ramgarck & Plapning oparations
Tohone oodham Hatlep

Agency rile

Junuaddng o1z uo 433327 JUHHOT
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United States Department of the interior §

!1

{

BUREAU OF LAND MAAAGEMENT i SREARPIPE GAETUS WM.
Arizona Stale Office iy e
3207 Mok Tt Seest I W17 %
0. Box 16363 VI
In reply refer to: . . y
192 (332) . Posin, AZ 850116563 x
June 14, f 396
Mr. Harold J. Smith

Superintendent l
Organ Pipe {actus National Monument !
Route 1, Box 100

Ajo, AL 85321

Dear Mr. Smith:

AT
d e

Thank you for the opportunity to corment on the Supplement to the Draft
General Management Plan/Developmant Concept Plans/Epyivommental lupact
Statepent (EIS) for the Organ Pipe Cactus Hational Monument. The Bureau of
Land Management has the follawing general corments concerning the EIS.

Page 5-1%. An fntegrated pest management plan (IPM} is the use of several
techniques, fnciuding grazing to gain contral of 2 pest species. The
munitoving and contre) of the Africanized honey bee can be addressed through
an IPH. However, actions being considered to address the concerns related to
trespassing cattle should not be considerad part of an IPM.

Pages $-30 and $-38. The building of a facility en Federally owned lands tan
be pursued by several alternatives. This could include a Memcrandum of
Understanding or a Federal land withdrawal. Arizonz Bureau of Land Management
{s currently undergoing 2 Field Organization Strategy and field office
boundarias may change. The Organ Pipe National Monument fs advised to work
with the Tocal field offite if they wish to pursue this option.

Page §-32, Roads. Partnership agreements may be pursued with th fat
B Fie)d oifice. P Pursted with the sppropriste

IF you have any guestions, piease contatt Gina Ramos at (602} 650-0511.

Sincerely,

grm:hae.'zl A. Ferguson

Deputy Stata Director
Resource Planning, Use
and Protection Division

Rediscover Your Public Lands

United States Department of the Inerir | oo, VD

BUREAL) OF LAND MARAGEMENT '
Phoerix District Office MY 30 '96 |
2015 West Deer Valley Road S
5 Pheeni A2 §5027-20%9 e
In seply relier to: -
1795(026}
May 29, 1956
Superiniendant +—
Organ Pipe Caclus National Monument
Route 1, Box 109
Alo, Adzona 85321
Daar Wr, Smith:
Thaek you for the opportunily o on the Supplement to The Dralt Genera

Maragement Plan/Development Concept Plans Envirenmental impact Statement jor the Organ
Pipe Cactus Nativoal Monumant. The breader Songran Desert interprotive theme and a
regional management epproach are ideas we share. We are encouraged by the groundwork
whlch has taken place in the reglon and are committad 1o pacicipala in any way we can.

Tha BLM supports several featuras of the two new altamatives, namely, tha Muli-agency
tnlotmation and Odenlation Center as well as the developmant of a multi-agency wilderness
and backeountry managament plan whish would inciude public lands north of the monument
and the Cabeza Piieta wildernesses. BLM managas maljor access points fo both areas, and
has potential land use issuag bordering Organ Plpa Cactus Natlonal Monument that might
Infiuence the menumant and wildemtess.

From the standpolnt of assessing environmantal consaquances, We suggest & mors thorough
appraisal of the alfects on wildemness from the addilion of tha 12-15 miles of new traif "routas”
{Pusrto Blance Loop Trall and Diaz Spire Loop Trail) under bath alternatives on page $-77.
Aitnough the document statas that the presence of these traits “is consldered acceptable and
appropriate in wilderness areas”, it does not idenlity how these disturibances necessadly
improve o7 maintain widerness values,

Ageln, thank you for this opportunity.

Slnearely,

John R, Christansen
Area Manager '
Lower Gila Resource Areq”!

Rediscover Your Public Lands

D X1aN3ddV
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mg UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY  11oLzED
] REGION ¥ o aM PIRE GAGTUS M.
“ .
75 Hawihgrne Street ;
San Francisoo, CA 941053907 1‘; 1798

June 12, 1396 !Eg-\m;q [} i

stanley T. Albright
Regional Director

Western Regional Office
Naticnal Park Sarvice

600 Harrison St., Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94107-1375

Dear Mr. Albright:

The Environnmental Protectlion Agency (2PA) has reviewed the
§upplement to the Draft Gsperal Managesment ¥lan Development
Concept Plans Environmental Impact statement (SDEIS) for the
Organ Pipe cactug National Nonumert, Arizona. We are submittin
the following comments in accordance with our responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act (REPA), Council om
Epvircnmental Quality requlaticvns implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts
1560~1508}, and sSection 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Natieonal Park Service (NPS) examined an additional tweo
alterpatives to what had been presented in the previous DRIS.
Thesa were described as the Ynew ideas alternative™ and the
"new proposed action altermative" which ls the new praferred
alternative., %he stated purpose for the General Management Plan
(GNP) is to guide the overall nmanagement and use in ways that
will bast serve visitors apd preserva the valuas of the mohument.
The alternatives address managemettt policies for natural,
historic, and cultural resources, plans for visitor use
facilities, interprstive sites, exhibits, trail development and
Monument operations. Both alternatives would entall upgrading
the existing trail systoms and the creatlon of new trails. The
new praferred alternative discusses a program of expanded nateral
and cultural resource pretection, and visitor uses and
information regarding the Monument. The Supplement menticns a
plan to return several develeped areas to a wildetness stata.

In many respects the actions deing proposed are relatively
spacific, while the iwpact ampessmants for this GMP are stated
generally. Site specific implementation weasures are discussed
in the SDEIS, (some trall realignments and developuments,
tacilities designs and locations, and the like) yet the
associated impacts are not ¢learly indicated and will, in wany
cases, he discussed and disclosed In subsequent studies,
agreements, and planning. The DEIS dees mention that some
specific design and management issues which ara not covered in
this document will be addressed {n future detailed plans and
studies and therefore, FPA strongly auggests that more detailed

Prinied on Recwled Pope:

analyses of specific impacts on the biolegical rescurces, water,
and other aspects of the anvironment is necesssary on a project by
project basis.

Prior to those future planning stages we strongly believe
that more detailed information should ke included in the Final
BIS, such as wilderness and trail management, specific mitigation
measured, and guidelines and procadurss regarding erosicn
control, drinking and ground water, threatened and endangered
species, and land uge inside and cutside the ¥onument. This
information could then be utilized am a basaline reference for
subseq REPA d ts. Having this framework in the Final
IS will help other planning agencies, such as the county and
tribal council understand the basis for latar NEPA documents and
will nelp identify what should be addressed in any future
cecperative agreements between agencies.

Wa are concerned that the lavel of detail in the analysis of
the impacts to the environment did not increase with the
discussion of the two new additional alternatives analyzed in the
Supplepent. We encourage the NPS to continue their nonitoring
prograps of the groundwater rescurces, the carrying capaclty at
the Quitobacquito springs and Alamo Canyoh areas, and threatened
and endangered speciss populatiocns and possible mitigation
measurss. However, we belliave that some of these studiss and
agreenents should have been completed and included in this
Supplement and the DEIS, such as fhe discussions with ADOT on
matheds for the reductien of wildlife wortality and poaching from
SR &5, and the wilderness management plan as it applies to each
alternative.

There wers several suggestions made for the administration
of NMonument's resources, such as groundwater and Quitobaquite
spring protecticn, in a 1988 Special report on Treaties,
Agreements, and Accords Affecting Matwurel Resource Management at
the organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, by Carlos Nagel of the
University of Arizoma. Mr. Nagel also examined the treatieas and
relationship ©f the area to the Tchono O'odham Nation and Mexico.
Neither the Supplement nor the DEIS wade mention of this repork,
and we would suggest that the NPS may want to consider this
gource of information when examining the next round of hahagenent
decisions, f.e., the (uitobaquito springs DCP,

We are concerned that this Supplement and the DEIS outline
decisions that will be made befare stidies are completed which
the NPS recoynizes must be done in order to finaljze declsions on
some of their proposals. Therefore, due to the lack of a
complete impacts analysis, and hecause studies of ifmpacts and
nitigation measures which will allow the NPS to make further
decisions as to the managemsnt direction of the monument still
need to be performed, we have rated this Supplemental DEIS Ec-2
(Environmental Concerns--Insuffioient Information; ses attached
rating sheet). Our detalled comments, which ara -attached,
suggest expanding the discussion of geveral areas of cohcarn. We

Jusiarddng 243 1o S4973377 JuIMLIUOD)
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would like to meet with the National Park Service in order to
discuss these concerns further and perhaps clarify the
requirenents of NEPA.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your supplemental
DELS. AS part of the Final EIS response to comments the NP§
should respond to these comments as well as the ones submitted in
our letter of July 10, 1995. Please serd twe copies of thae Final
EIS to this office when the document is officially submitted to
¥PA Headquarters. If you have any questions, please call me at
415~744-1566, or contact David J. cCarlson at 415-744-1577.

Yours truly,

X D

David J, Farrel, Chief
office of Federal Activitias

Attachments {2)
£000069 orgnpgsp.ded

c¢: Superintendent, Organ Plpa Cactus Natlonal Monument
¢arol Young, Environmental Manager, Tchono O’cdham KWation
san Spiller, State Supervisor, USFWS, Phoenix, AZ

The EPA review has not ideatifiad any poresiial zavi
The review may have disclored apportacitits for applisation of mitigatin suehsarsa that orald bo wweomiplished with oo
mae bua wisot changes o the propopsl

impecl rbQuiriog ive changes to the peoporal.

EEnvitenmteis] Concerne
‘The EPA revicw bas lcntific! coviruncptal jzparts that should be avaided i onder to folly protoct e envinnent.

Cagrestive meLtufes may requir shangst 0 tho prefered allcenaiive or sppicaiin of miigation Meastres that on redwcs
e ganioteneoia] impact. EPA would like to work with the Jead agenoy 16 reduce these irpasts,

EQrEnvimpmentsl Obicotiony
The EPA rovicw bas dentfied igrifivhnt axrvironmsontsl impaots that must be Rvoided in ordor 1o Provide adogmate.
pritection for the caviroament. Carreetive mesrurce wsy pequire aubstenti) dladges o the proferred sXermative o

comiieration of semne olbor projoct sltermative finclding the no sotion allemative of a nedl alemaive). EPA inteads 1o
work with the lea? egoncy 1 reduce theso Impacts,

T 2 Ut

Tho BPA reviow has identified adverss cavirormentil Wpacts that are of wifioleat magnitude that they are
unuatisfectory fron 190 endpoint of caviremental qulity, publie bealth or welfare, EPA iotends B work with the Jead
#ep0y %o Teduioe theso irapacs. If thie poteatial ynsatiafactory impacts are not oorrected il the el BIS suge, this propasal
wif] be mecommend Lot reftaes] o $he Coumcll or Brvionzencel Quelidy (CBQ).

Adequaet of the Topect Stitement
Cagpgory i:Adequate

EPA belicves The draft EiS edequataly vees Tortk the environmeatal impazt{s) of the preforted dlteriative and those of
tho akensatives reasonably aailable w the: propct or action. No Aurther anstyais or data collection is neccary, but e
Fovirwer tay suggest the addition of clarifying tenguags of informativa,

Catogory P-ireoffiientpfornat

“The drait EIS dees not contain suficiend information for EPA Lo fullf asesd etvironsienial inpacs that shouldf bo
avaided in arder ta Gully prowct the epviroament, or the BPA. rovicwer bias ientificd now fouonsdily aveilible ecszatives
thag 40 within Uhe epectrym pf hemalives wnalyred in the dralt BIS, which pould reduco (ba eavironmentd impacts of the
sction. The ideprificd aaditonl information, date, analyeas, or disquasion dyoutd be incindes in the Bnal BIS,

Larexory 3-Inpdequaey

EPA, dors 1o bedisws that the druk BIS eequestely sascsves potentially sfgnificant environmental ypasta of the sction,
ar the EPA reviewer has idecvified wow, reaannably avsilible tliematives thel aro outside of the spoctrum of wltematives
amlyzed bn the draft RIS, which shoul be rafyzed in et to redurn the pteaiielly significant cnvironmentel inypacts.
EPA, believes tnat the Mcaifiod additiona & jan, datz, anelyses, of diseusrions azn of suck 3 magnizods that they
+hould have fuil public pelews at 2 drel siags, BPA does nod belicve thal the drad BIS i adequatc or the pucposcs 6 Fre
NEFA andfor Seetion 20 review, and thus eheyl ba formally yovised and made available foy pubilia gomaent in o
vupplenentst of revissd draft BES. Oo the busin of the posentia) significent impacts sovolved, ik pasporel coukd bo &
candidue for refermid do e CRQ.

Fzortn: BEA Wasaal 1640, “Pokicy and Proccdurcy for the Reviow of Rodenil Astians (pesiing the Trvionmon.”
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Sanoral WEPA Conmonts
Purpoaa and Noed

The Purpose and Need Statement from the DEIS was not
nodified in the Supplement and instead addreased the purpose and
need only in terms of the reasons for pyoviding a Supplement te
the DEIS, The original purpose and nead statement did not
clearly explain the negd to ¢hange the gurrepnt management
practices being implemented in the Monument nor was there a
sufficient discussion of the current conditions at the Monument.
The NPS described a need for the plan in terms of recognition of
the Monument as a unigque global and rsgional park by UNESCO and
through existing legislation for the Organ Pipe Hatlonzl
Honument. A wmore therough discussion of the peed for the plan
follows in a section titled “Dlrection for the Plan®, but there
is no brief, concise statement of the need for the Plan following
the statement of purpose. An apprapriate nesd statement should
briefly identify the fact that the Monument is receiving more and
more annual visitors, that there are potential impacts apon the
Monument due to the passage of NAFTA, and that there is no
current comprshensive management plan in place being implemanted
by the NPS to address preservation of the Monument's natural and
¢ultural resopurces while ensuring a quality visitor experience,
Wa recommend that the NpPS formulate a brief statement in the
Final EIS (FEIS}, that will clearly summarize the Purpose and
Fead for the General Plan. We also recommend that in the Final
ELS, the NPS provide a detailed analysis of the current
conditions of the Monument in ona section of the decument.

Kitigation

As 'we stated in our previoua comment letter on the DEIS, a
programmatic-level BIS, such as a General Management Planm, should
provide a framework for more detailed plans and studies including
mitigation measures to minimize the impacts from the
implementation of the various parts of the project. The FRIS
should discuss direct and indirect impacts on areas where the NPS
knows there will be development and trail management and the
measures that will be employed to mitigate thoese impacts. The
Kps should refer to the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, 40 CFR
1500-1508, specifically sections 1502.14{f), and 1508.20,
regarding terms to use when discussing mitigation.

Since the NPBS plans to implement these projacts over the
next seven to nine years, we suggest that the FEIS discuss any

1
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foreseeable changes (in existing site design and location plans),
which could eithar affect the pricrities identified in the DEIS
or introduce significant hew resource management issues, The
PEIS should explain how the NPS will mopitor imwpacts from these
projects to ensure consistent management technigues are applied
throughout the monument.

The FEIS should identify spatially or temporally related
projects and should address cumulative and indirect impacks,
including all potential impacts that may be out of the control of
the NP5 (40 C.F.R. 1508.7 and 1508.8).

carrying capacity

The original DEIS indicated that the Monument's carrying
capacity was determined, yat that informatlon was referred to
only in tha discussion of the proposed altexrnative. An appendix
to the Supplement offered the data that was collected in a table
indicating the carryiny capacity of particular areas. However,
the data indicated number of parties, withomt defining party size
in terms of people and time frame of visitation. We recommend
that the FEIS contain a detalled discussion of the numbers
progented lh the table and what those capacities mean to the
management of the resources in these areas. We are encouraged
that the NPS plans to conduct a carrying capacity study for the
Guitobaquito springs area to determine the lavel of visitor use,
however we suggest that thim study should have been performed as
part of the DEIS process. Including the results of the study
wonld have allowad the NPS decision maker and the public to make
a better informed choice among the alternatives. We recommend
that in the FEILS, the NPS discuss the results of the study If its
complete oY the élements that will be exanined.

Land uge plans

Neither the DEIS nor the Supplement identifiad cenflicting
land uses in any of the federal, state, or tribal lands within or
around the Monument and the potential effects from land use '
decisions by these cther entities. Please refer t¢ ocur comments
on the DELS. The FEIS should discuss the wilderness management
plans currently being empleyed at the Cabeze Prieta National
Wildlife Refuge, and disclose the agreements hetween the NF§ and
the USFWS as to the wanagement decisions regarding the shared
wilderness areas. The FELIS should also, discuss in much greater
detail the impacts of an Increase in vigjtors and chanpges in the
Honuwent upon tha Lukeville area, ineiuding induced growth. The
FEIS should address if thers is an adequate infrastructura in

2
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Lukeville to accommodate more pecple and if not, what are some of
the possible remedies that may he employed.

¥ilderness Areas

Both the DEIS and the Supplement identified that $5% of the
Honument was designated as Wilderness, and both decuments stated
that a wilderness management plan would be prepared. Wa belleve
that since such a large portion of the monument is designated ag
wilderness area that the wilderness wanagement plan should have
been included in the DEIS and this Supplement. By having both
the wilderness mapagement plan included 1n the ¢MP it would have
enabled all parts of the wonument to ke examined in a coheslive
mannar providing for better decisiona for the overall wanagement
diraction of the mo t. War d that the FEIS include a
gchedyle for the wildernass managewsnt plan and state that the
NPS will release the plan as a subsequelt NEPA doCument. Alse,
the FEIS should discuss the mandatory criterla and gquidelines for
management of the wildermess areas, the current system of
wilderness management at the Monument, and identify the specific
wilderpess management sones. We also remind the NPS that the
decigions made in the wilderness management plan should support
the declsions indicated here in the General Management Plan and
that the GMP should not bias possible alternatives for wildernass
nanagemant.,

Quitobaguito Wetland

ve fsal that the WPS should wore ¢arefully analyze the
impacts from having a maintained trail system in this area. We
encourage the NPS to complate the carrying capacity analysis,
suggested in the SDEIS, to determine the numbera of visitors that
the area can support without damage to the ecosystem and
elaborate further on the potential impacts from a changa in
visitation to the area.

Threatened and endangered species

EPA strongly encourages the HPS's continued coordination
with the Fish and Wildlife Service in identifying Threatened and
Endangered species, in accordance with the Endangered Species
het. We note that tha USFWS identified the T & R species and
gpecias of goncern that are within the monumant. The Supplenent
did not discuss or suggest mitigation technigues for the apecies
£found in the Quitobaquito area or for any other T & B spacies
that may experience adverse impacts, yet indicates that further
study and monitoring will be performed and mitigation measures

3
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will be proposed at that time. We recommend thal the NP5 conduct
the Endangered Species Act Section 7 censultation with the Fish
and Wildlifse Service and include the xesults of the consultation
in the FEIS. Further mitigation techniques should be discussed
and outlined so that will be a refarence for future development
projects.

Hitigation Mezsures

The Supplement discussed problems with poaching of native
flora and fauna, theft and vandalisy at Historic sites, and
animal mortality due to Highway 85. Yet, the document does not
discuse in any detail the mitigation measures that the HPS will
utilize to reduce these impacts. We suggest that the PEIS
indicate what procedures the NPS has s¥plored in an eifort to
reduce the impacts on the Monument's resources. For example, the
FEXS sheuld discuss the arrangements that NPS has made with ADOT
to regarding the poasibility of modifying the road by
gonstructing culverts under Highway 85 or implementing a driver
education effort, particularly in the area of the Mexican Rosy
Boa habitat, in order to reduce the rate of wortality caused by
the reptiles crossing the road.

Working olesely with Tribal Autherities

Wa compend the Np$ for recognizing and inciuding a
discussion of the Exacutive Order 12898, Faderal Actions to
addrese Environmental Justice ln Minority Populations and Low-
jncome Populatiors (Eo 12898). We recommend that the NPs
continue. to work closely with the trikal councils and governments
in the area and recommend that the PEIS discuss any agreements
that were reached between the KP$ and the Tribal authorities.

The NPS should notify the tribal governments of any proposed -
trail alignments and developments Well in advance of gonstruction
50 that the tribes have ample opportunity to notify the NPS of
the guitability of the alignment, The NPS ghould alsc ensure
that the Tribal governments have access to all public information
relating to the environmental planning of the Monument.,

WATER BESOURCES

The Supplement discusses that the New proposed action
alternative will disturb approximately S0 acres with davelopment
and construction activities., We are concerned the NPS does not
offer an erosion ¢ontrol plan to be implemented within the
ponument. If greater than five acres of land are disturbed hy
censtruction activities, project development, or project related

4
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land disturbances, then these¢ activities described in the
supplement and the DEIS could trigger the WPDES permitting
reguirements. According to the reguirements in 40 CFR sectlon
122.26 (b) (14j(x}, the acticns described may be subiect to the
General NPDES permit # AZR100000 for Dischabge of Storm water
yunoff associated with construction activities. The ¥PS shoula
complete and f£ila the NOI with tha EPA Clearinghouse and pust
develop and ivplement a Storm watar pollution prevention plan
containing Best Management Practices (BMPs) prior to commencing
any censtruetlon, We reccmmend that the NPS place a preliminary
erosicn control plan in the Fipnal EXS as the reference for future
envircnpental do - We rec d that the NPS describe guch
BMPs and commit to implementing them in the Record of Decision
{ROD) .

The Supplement does not state the level of direct or
indirect impacts te wetlands. The FEIS should address the
impacts that Monument and trail developuments may have on the
guitobagquito wetland area in greater detail. It would be prudent
to discuss the current wetland management technigues that are
used, and to incorporate any appropriate wanagement techniques
inte the FEXS. If yon have specific guestioms concerning
wetlands, please contact Hr., Jeff Rosenbloom, Chief, Wetlands and
sediment Management section at {415) 744-1962.

We recommend that the NPS further elaborate on the water
genservation program and the groundwater studies being performed
at the mopument now. We also recommend that in the FEIS the HPS
provide greater detail on the impacts that have been experienced
by the monument as a result of agricultural drawdowns Irom tha
Rio Sonoyta wetershed, The NPS should also dlscuss possible
agresments and actions that can be taken to reduce thesa jupacts
to the water sysiems inaslde apnd cutside the moruwment., The water
resources inventory that was eluded to in the Supplement should
be included in either the FEIS or a subsaquant HEPA document.

The Supplement indicates that a water canservation program
will be implemented in the Monument. We recommend that the NPS
outline this water conservation progran and commit to its
Jpplementation in the FEBIS.

Tre LNIveRsre of
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Harold Smith

Superintendent

Organ Pige Cactvs National Monument
Rovte ¥, Box 100

Ajo, Arizona 83371

Dear ¥, Smith:
The following oomments pertain w 1he Supplement to the Drafl GMP, DCP
and £18 for Qrgan Pipe Cactus National Momument.

Thaak you for seading me the recent Update. Which was presented in 2n
entirely intelligible form, making it easier than usual to undersiand the
diffarences between allernatives. I've been visiting Organ Pipe for over
twenty vears, and 4m glad 10 tave a chance 10 comment on the Supplement.

I am in support of some aspects of both of the new allernatives, as follows:

Resouece Maoagement Facilities - These shonld be located near the
intecpretive cepler tbelow), so driving is minimized.

Interpretive Facilitios - 1 prefer moviag the developed area of the park
19 Why (ar least if there is the planned Jevel of developmeni). The ald
visior ¢enter should remain simply becayse it jsn't wotth it {10 terms of
money spent enhancing the park] to retove it in ofder 10 restore a patce!
alpngside a highway which will vafortunately remain through the heart of
ihe park.

A0, gives the Epparent ecphingis on e coltural diversity, 1
recommend Lhal someone on the plannirg staff get ahold of the plans vsed in
Building the new visitor center at Ulury National Perk i Austeslia, 1 just
returned from Australia, and this visitor center {for Ayer’s Rock) is oqe of
the best ['ve ever see. Everyone must enier \irough an upstaffed area of
culturs! displays - with photos, art, music, cecurded nterviews - befors
reaching what [ would call the more typical visitor center. Those who aren’t
mler¢sted can cruise through, wiils athers will definilely have their
curiousity piqued by unfamiliar sights atd sounds.

guzreaddng a3 o sa21707 JuMIULOD)
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Camping - 1'¢ like 10 see¢ the Alamo campground mainiained at its present
size, and add the propesed walk-in sites to Twin Peaks. RV camping shouid
only be allowed near the “new” visilor center near Why. Even at this locale
the NPS should disaliow the use of generators in the RV camping atea,
Assuming that you want visitors to tearn something about Organ Pipe, the
mos| important (and cost-effective) thing you can do is to enceurage
camping instead of RV's. The Dest interpretive center in the world can't
negate the fact that electrically iiluminated RVs are isolated islands of
technology. Keep the campground but decrease RV sites and increase tent-
only sites so that they are at least equal in number to RV sites. Also, the
tent sites shouid be jsolated from the RV sites, and given the prine spots.

Roads - 1support the New Idezs Alietaative {NIA), closing 19.5 miles of
road.  Actually, | support closing more, especially the read 10 Senita Basin.
As it stands there is no piace in Organ Pipe further than seven miles from a
road. Some wilderness. The closed roads could, as suggested, be hiking
1rails, or mountain bike trails.

Permits - The proposed permit/tour system for Quite and Alame should be
employed only after you see what the elfect of other changes are. Eg. I
there’s no vamping at Alamo, will there be the same amount of traffic?
Alternatively, you could require 2 periit to drive to Alamo, but none would
be needed if you parked along 83 and rode your bicycte.

Sincerely,
/{ A

Jim Malusa
Research Associate

et e ARIZONA

Facuhy af Sciencs
Depantment of Ecology & Evolutionary Bigkogy Tucson ARZONA

THE LINIVERSITY OF

MmrayoLoay

30 May 1996

Mr, Harold J. Smith, Superintendent

Orgaz Pipe Lacrus Narional Momumzent

Rouw 1. Box 10¢

Ajo, AZ 8531

Dear Mr. Smith:

¥ want 10 commend you and your staff at Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, especially Coief of
Resources Management James Bamnett, for ing ¢ffons in develop of the Draft General
M Plan, I am impressed by your far-sigh and cowrage. The origingi propogal tuly
Looked far to the fatire in suppont of nesource prescrvation. Although aspects had to be scaled back,
particularty due primarily to papochial local interests. your forthright defense of the resonrce was
significant, It will have raised the level of thoughy and arpaaent 1o highet moaind, which ls, In the
long run, most important

The new General Managetent Plan preferred 2lernative (“New Proposed Action Altermative”)
represcnts, in my opinion. a well thought-out compmnnise among competing or conflicting wends, My
comments ace. {imited hest 1 iminediste cuncemns ding acoess at Quitobaguito and housing
faciltities for researchers (fleld personnel).

I suggest maximum appropriate access to Quitobaquito to ensure vigilance against introduction of noa-
rative $pecies and collection of natives, Maximize the tumber of trusted eatrasts to the site, as well a3
moraoen: andjor research personnel vehicular access, This will increasg vigilance at the wetland,

provided hanging for hiers i the beadq idence aren was a Warific boon o
the séveral projects 1 have panicipated in on-site. Proximity to the Resource Center fzility (and in the
future, 0 the SERMC) was a significant aspact. Fucther, proximity of outside restarch personnel w
respuroc management and other rangers was an additional imporant benefit, both to the sesearch and
1 the interpretive process. 1 see litde gain, and substaniial 1oss, 1 isolating the rescarchers on private
tand in Lukevitle. § wowld anicipate higher costs and a less congenial zfmosphere, § encoursge you o
maintain on-moenument rescarcher housing facilitics, The resultant "research station” atmosphere would
increase the efficacy of weearch and the posiive impact of research on RsOWCE manzgement,

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monumen hag a pooven record elready 28 a tesearch cenier and Yeader in
napral fesources management, due in oo small part to your efforts and those of Mr. Bamett, The
General Management Plan, even after the politics of compromise, clearly reflects your lasting

hi for tic I appreciate the opy ity 1 L

Ty @ R

Philip C, Resen
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Nations) Headquatters

1191 Fyurmeenth Sucet, NW
Sunte 1100

Washinglon, DC 20003 5403
Telephone 2026529100
Fax 203682130

Pefaind @ Recyled Pagar

i
[ PIPE GWU': M.
June 12 199617 g5

Superintendent

Organ Pipe Cactus National M
Route 1, Box 100

Ajo, AZ 85321

Via Pax (520) 387-6849

and First Class U5, Mail

atipnal Monummen

Dear Superintendent;

On behalf of Defenders of Wildlife and its 135,000 members
nationwide, ncluding more than 2,000 members in Arizons, we submit
Lhe following comments on the Supplerrent to the Draft General

1L Plan, Development Concepr Plans, and Environmental
Empacz Statement for future managcment of Organ Pipe Cactus
National Mogument {coliectively, "the plan"). As yon know, a year age,
on July 10, 1995, we submitled comments ot the original Drafi Geseral
Management Plan, Developnient Concept Plans, and Environmental
Impact Stat t. Those o (atrached hereto and incorporated
hegein) should be reviewed and considered in ion herewith.

The plan, as suppiemenred, doss incorporate a number of
beneficial proposals, including the elimination of previously praposed
developments in prime Rosy boa (Lichanura trivirgata) habitat and the
addition of protective grates to the adit that is a nationally significant
roosting site for the endangered Lesser long-nosed bat (Lepronycreris
cirasoae yerbabuenne), As previowsly noted, we also are pleased that 2
anetwork of marked tradls will be established arqund Quitebaquite
springs, to Yeduce frampling and other disturbance at that location,

Unforwmately, even with the new supplement, the plan remains
inadequate to protect the natural resources of Organ Pipe Cactus
National Momunent and recover the threatened and endangered
spocios that live. within its boundaries. The plan’s NEPA analysis
remains deeply flawed, failing to consider 2 reasonable range of viable
alternatives and failing 1o adequarely analyze the direct, indirect, and
cumulative fnpacts of gach proposal made therein, With this leter, we
fepeat our fain concerns about the plan and give notice that we may
decide to bring 4 legal chailenge against the Park Service under NEPA
and the BSA, if our conceras are not timely and adequately addressed.

Importan ised I £ jous G tigr Remain Unaddr,

First of all, we wish to expriess our disappointment that, mor than a year after
our criginal comments were submitted to the Park Service, our NEPA and ESA
CONCerns remain largely unaddressed. Although in today's [etter we wili not repeat the
content of that previous correspondence {instead attaching e copy of it, for your review),
wé will remind you of our "lop* conceras: (1) pretection and recavery of the endangered
Sonoran pronghorn, Lesser leng-nosed bat, Rosy bog, Quitobaquito desert pupfish,
Quitobaquito snail, Sonoran mud turtle, Underwood’s mastiff bat, Cactus ferruginous
pvgrmy owl, and twenty other rare and imperilled species occurring on the Mopument;
(2) need for the general menagement plan to divect threatened and endangered species
recovery efforts on the Monument; (3) need {o remedy the problems currentiy being
caused by Highway 85; (4} need to provide adequate cunmvlative impacts analysis,
regarding Jmperilled species; (5) need to provide adequate bascline data regarding
current visitation levels and enviroumental impacts therefror, as well as projections for
the future; (6) need to address the problems of kerbicide and pesticide drift, invasion of
non-native flora and fauna, impacts from nilitary overflights, and severe groundwater
depletion in Mexico’s Sonoyta Valley (causing gronadwater drain below the Mopument,
including Quitcbaquito springs, which is designated as eritical habitat for the pupfish);
(7) need o provide evidence of adequate ESA section 7 consultation; and (8) need to
offer a reasonable range of alternatives, including an alternative of decreasing the level of
visitation to certain arcas of the Monument. These concetns tomain unaddressed. We
will now revisit and elaborate upon gur concerms, in the context of the new supplement.

nyon Cans nsian

Generally speaking, in the supplement, two "new” allernatives ate discussed: the
New Proposed Action Allernative {hereinafter identified as the "new proposed action”)
and the New Ideas Alternative (hereinafter identified as the "non-selected new ideas™).
With respect to Alamo Canyon Campground, specifically, the new proposed action
coasists of four new drive-in campsites, plus 4 day-use parking area for six additional
vehicles, The non-selected new ideas altemative would close the Alamo Canyo area to
overnight use, to benefit the Lesser Yong-nosed bat and Cactus ferruginous pygmy owl,
but nat restrict or regulate day use, We oppose the addition of new campsites to the
Alamo Canyon Campground, We disagree with the suppl ’s conclusion that the
expansion is "ot expected to have an adverse effect on either the lesser-long nosed bat
of cactys ferruginous pygmy owl $-85. The supp! sets forth no ble basis
for this conciusion. The only statements made in support of this conclusion, with respect
10 the bat, are that (a} visitation to the Monument curzently is "rclatively low" during the
roosting season, (b) grales will be placed at the adit opening, to prohibit hurman entry,
and {c) the adjt is "nondescript’ and in a "remote” location, so that "alf but the most
determined hikers" would be discouraged from visiting the sensitive roost site, $-84,

Juanyddng ayg 10 5493377 JuatLO
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This line of reasoning is unsupported by data and is unpersuasive on its face.
Bais may still be impacted during the non-roosting season; grates built over the adit
cannot prevent sl significant negative impacts from humag visitation, and the adit is pot
as reinole as the plan suggests, singe visitors have disturbed it in the past. (The original
plan concedes at page 111 that mine adits “are attractive destinations for hikers."y In
other words, the supplement provides no reasonable basis Tor its assertion of "no adverse
effect” to the bat. It is known that these highly endangered bats seact negatively to
humar disturbance and that they prevzously have been disturbed by vxsuors hlkmg to this
particular adit from this particular campground (though neither the play nor the
suppleroent provide any datg or analysis whatsoever 1egarding the frequency or intensity
of previous disturbances to the adit and the impacts those previous disturbasees have
had vpon the bats therein). Disturbances may oceur through hueman entry into the adit
or simply through noise {hikers y¢lling into the adit for an echo) as well a3 noise,
campfire, or artificial lighting in the cammpground, after dark, {with visitors camping in
the bat’s nighttime range). These impacts to the bat have not been adequasely analyzed
in the plan, despite the proposed increzse in human visitation to the area, which will
likely make them warse, S-84. Even basic, preliminary bascline information on catrent
campground usage - and current identifiable impacts to the bats therefrom -- is absent
from the supplement. The Park Service cannot reasonably conclude that these will be
na adverse impact from increased hutman presence &t this location when it does nof have
(or as aot set forth for public review) basic baseline data and scientific analyses
concerning current impacts 1o the bats based on the current levets of daytime and
pighttime visitation. Nor can the agency reasonably select the new proposed zetion over
the "ew ideas” altemative (which would close the campground 1o overnight use} when
the plan provides no compasative analysls eoabling the reader to compare the impacts of
nighttime closure (per the new ideas altetnative) versus the impacls of allowing (and
even cxpanding) overnight use (per the new proposed action].

Given the fact that the Proposed campground expansion "could result in the
presence of twice as many campers in the area at gawn and dusk,” 584, jt is incumbent
upon the Park Service to do a more thorough analysis of the pomual adverse impacts
10 nighttime species such as the ¢ndangered bat and owl. To make a well-reasoned
decision, the Park Service needs to study the relative importance of the Alamo
Campground location o these species, on a cumulative, range-wide basis, taking note
that for cach of these species, the historic range has been severcly depleted, making ai
remaining viable habitat cven more important to their susvival and recovery, Questions
that need to be asked and answeted inctude: how important [s this adit and the
foragaging area that sumounds it to the survival and recovery of tus species, range-wide?
Is this adit 2 source of dispersing bats for other areas? This is the fargest known
maternity colony in the United States. It merits protection] What impasts might therg
be from additional human beings visiting the adit (even if the grates prevent them from
physicaily entcring the adity? What if hikers showt into the adit, To get an ech? What
H they bring a radio to the site? What if they throw rocks through the grates? Or
rash? Or cigareties? Can the Park Service assure these bats will renrain unmelested?

I addition, what impacts might there be from additional human beings camping
within the nighttime foraging range of the bats? Will vegetation the bats depend upon
be degraded by the visitors? Will campfires or visitor noise cause the bats to avoid
essential areas they need?  Will there be an increased 1isk of fire? Or Litter? Or air
pollution? Or noise pellution? Or predators that impact the bat or its food source? Is
there any available data on human disturbance impacts to other Lesser long-ttased bat
colonies in the Southwest? Or bat colonies in general? Are theze other azeas of the
Monument where the campground or trail could be redocated without such a severe
potential Impact o an endangered species?. And why is the Park Service proposing four
new carapsites? Why not fourteen? Or forty? Or one? Or pong? s there &
petceptible difference in the {ikely irapacts to the bat, depending on the number of
huma visitors? What vegetation is likely to be impacted by the increased human
presence, and to what extent do she bats utilize that vegetation? What Lesser-{ong
nosed bat experts and general bat biologists have been consulted, for the purpose of this
NEPA and ESA process, and what have ey said about this campground expansion?
The plan fails to include any such data or scientific analyses.

The same problem exists with respect 10 the Cactus ferruginous pygty owl
around the Atamo Canyon site. There is no Teasonable basis for concluding that the
propased campground éxpansion “is not expected to have an adverse cifect on the Jowl]
or its critical habitat.” 5-84. The plan provides no analytical support for this assertion.
Such support is necessary, given the fact that "campground expausion could résult in the
presefice of twice 45 WMady catnpers in the arca at dawn and dusk, periods when this owl
is actively foraging." §-84. The same questions posed for the bat, above, apply to the
pygmy owl.  How important fs this Jocation for its survival and zecovery? {The fac that
the bitd bas not been seen near the campground i the past few years means litde. The
owl may be present but undetected. The plan does not reveal what sutveys, if any, have
been conducted by the Park Service te locate this ovl near the campground, The area
does contain viable hiabitat for the species. The ESA mandates cndengered species
secovery. All federal agencies have a duty to take action to recover listed species. Sez
ESA seetion T(a)(1). Recovery often requires an endangered species 10 re-oocupy
historic habitat that is not presently aocupied. This often requires human disturbance in
or degradation of the habitat to be remedied, so the species may re-establish itself or be
reinroduced. The ares at the Alamo Canyon Campground is viable recovery habitat for
the owl, Parts of it have been proposed 25 critical habitat. Thus, the location is
important and studies need o be conducted before humen visitation can be increased.
We wonder whether recognized Cactys ferruginous pygmy owl expeﬂs {or owl experts in
general) have been consulted, regarding the prop ion, and what
they have to say about K. Are there pygmy owl studies, conducted elsewhere in the
Southwest, that might shed light op the issue of hugan disturbance? And will the
presence of additiopal visitors during the night (or dusing the day, as hikers) harm the
owl? We believe that the proposed plan causes jeopardy to both the owt and the long-
nosed bat, adversely affecting their chances for recovery.
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It is insufficient for the Park Service to promise that, in the futuze, it will "expand
its mopitoring program as well as totlect data on the demographics, behavior, and
habitat requirements of {the owl]" to cnable the agency to gain "a better understanding
of the specics” tolerance of huroans” and *help determine the apbropriateness of
campground expansion,” -85, Such studies and analyses should be performed now,
prior to campground expansion. NEPA requires that agencies study alf forcsecable
impacts beforc they take action, not after. Untll studies are wndertaken whick show that
campground expansion is consisielit with recovery for both the bat and owl, we must
ppase any expansion of the Alamo Canyon Carnpground and, conversely, advocate for
the restriction of curTent visitation to the subject arcs. This is true for both daytime and
nighttime visitation, as cutrently exercised within that part of the Monument. We also
believe that this analysis must be incorporated as part of 4 programmatic NEPA
document, covering all locations on the Monument where the owls may oceul, seeh as
the general plan, rather than g site-specific document, drafted later on, cut of contest.
The public should have an opportenity to comment on the campground expansion, while
it is considering the programmatic "big picture” of at the M t, with
solid scientific data concerning the owl (as well as the bat) and should see the results of
the appticable section 7 consaltatian, whick is o be based on "the best avalable seleace,"
see ESA section 7(a)(2), before the campground and day use facilities are expanded.

Finally, also in the context of the Alamo Canyon asea, we are disappointed by the
lack of 2 reasonable rangs of proposed alternatives. The Park Service has proposed no
alternative which would remove the existing campsites or restrict existing activities at and
around the subject atea. The only alternatives presented cousist of "no action" (allowing .
the correns daytime and nighttime activities to continue in the ares), the proposed action
(creating four new campsites and o large day-use parking area), and the nop-selecred
“new ideas” alternative {closing the campground 10 overnight use, but still permitting
continued day use of the area, while doing nothing to curtail such uses in the future).

Qur comments with respeet to Quitchaguito are similar. We disagree with the
supplement’s conclusion that, for the proposed action, “no adverse effects are anticipated
for the Quitebaguito desert pupfish, Quitobaquite snall, or Sororan myd turtle despite
{the] tack of visitor use restrictions in the Quitobaquito area.” S-85. The plan provides
no reasonable basis for this tepuons conclugion. We believe the aforementioned rare,
endangered and imperilled species at and arownd Qoitobaguito springs will be severely
harmed by the foreseeable increase in buman visitation to the Monument, under the
proposed plan, The plan's analysis of likely impacts to these species is inadequate.

The pian fails 1o ask (let alonc apswer) any of the relevant questions that need to
be asked, when considering patential impacts to the Quitobaguite azea. First, what are
the impacts pow orcyrring to the species in that area, as a result of curreny levels of
visitation? This is poorly described in the plan, though there ate vague and general hints

that certain species are currently being adversely impacred in a major way. Sce, o.g,
plan at pages 112-113 (stating in the “existing conditions" section that humau visitation ta
Quitobaquito has "had an adverse effect on the Sonoran mud turtle population which is
declining and may face extirpation,” and that “[e]ven more dire consequences may be
faced by the Quitebaquito snail and desert pupfish whose continued existence as 2
specles and subspecles, respectively, may be jeopardized.™ More detail is required, In
order 1o make an intelligent decisien regarding the impact of increased human visitation,

The public needs to know how many visitors visit the area per yoar, and at what |
seasons. What impacts have they had, 10 vegetation density, wildlife habitat use, ground
cover, water quality, znd other elements of the ecosystem? What impacts have these
visitors had on nonnative species, cither plant or animal? Have they cawsed or
facilitated their spread? [s visitation implicated in the decline of the Sonoran mud turte
population at Quitchaguito, which faces extirpation? What about the local Desert -
tortoise population? s it being impacted by current levels of visitation? What about &ll
the ather species of special concern that live at and around Quitobaguito, such as the
Caetus ferruginous pygmy owl, Quitbaquito snail, and Underwood's mastiff bat? What
zhout migrating neotropical birds like the endangsred Southwestern Willow Flyeatcher?
There is atmost no information in the plan concerning the present health or status of
these local populations, their trend, and any declines that may reasonably be connected
10 particutar levels of human visitation at the springs. {Again, detailed incremental
visitatipn data must be analyzed and set forth for the public to review and consider.)

Given that kind of baseline information (which js absent from the plan), the next
question that needs to be answered is what impacts might cocur from a given increase in
the level of visitation ta Quitobaquite. Clearly, under the plan, itis envisloned that
visitation to the Monument will increase in the coming years. It is increasing now. Will
that generalized increase in visitation translate into increased visitation to Quitobaquito?
This question must be answered (and the answer quantified). Wil the proposed network
of marked trails, and a better parking lot, attract increased visitation to the site? We
believe the answer is yes, but it is the plan’s responsibility to provide quantification of
this increase as weil as an analpsis of what the impacts might be. (Again, a cumulative
perspective must be taken. The {ssue is not simply the inpact to, say, the pygmy owl

population aronnd Quitobag it is all across the endangered owl’s remaining range.)

For the desert pupfish, Quitobaquito is the species’ remaining range.
Quitobaquito springs is the vnly remaining natural cceurrence of the specles in the
United States. To comply with the BSA, it must be protected. Recently, however, there
have been documented instances of predatory exotic fish being placed into Quitobaguito
springs. The plan meations one such incident, at page 73, but there have been others.
(¥. Marsh and W.L. Mincklcy, ASU, pers. comm., 1996).  Across the Southwest, exotic
fish have eradicated native fish species through predation andfor simple competition.
Once exorics are introduced, there is no stopping them. Seg Fish and Wildlife Service
(¥WS) Recovery Plans for Desert pupfish and Gila topminnow. Moreover, it is common
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knowledge among fish experts and aquatic resource managcrs in the West that exotic
fish are introduced into native fish habitats such as Quitebaquito springs by commen
cveryday citizens carrying balt buckets. It is a serious problen: that needs to be
addressed in the context of the goneral management plan. The more visitors theze ate
1o Quitohaguite, the mare chances that exotic fish will be released into the springs,
jeopardizing the pupfish. The plan contains oo method for dealing with this problem,
other than recomniending additions! "monitoring.” Sge plan, 4t page 73. Moitoring is
not engugh. By the time moniworing reveals that Quitcbaquito springs has a problem,
Quitobaquito springs will have a problem of a magnitude the Park Servios cannot
resoive. As the Fish and Wildlife Service and native fish experts are well aware, once
exotic fish are in place, it is dingly difficult to selectively remove them. Sge all
publications of . Marsh, W.L, Minekley, and Fish and Wildfife Service regarding native
Axizona fish species and interactions with exctics. The plan contains no method of
preventing exotic fish introductions at Quitobaquito, a0d fo analysis of the inreased risk
of such introductions, due to increases in hwman visization to the Momiment.

The plan fails to satisfy NEPA bocause it conlains no analysis of the potential
adverse impacts of increased visitation on riparian vegetation and water resources at and
around Quitobaquite. It metely asserts, withtml basis, that the proposed network of
marked trails will benefit Quitobaquito, relative to the unconrolled wampling of
wegetation that goes on today, “[bly encouraging visitors i remain on established trails,”
Supptement at 8-83. While this may he true, the real istuc is whether, on a get basis,
Quitahaquite will be harmed, notwithstanding the Ukely bonelits of these propased tradls,
by the increase in overall visation, The proposed action contains no visitor restrictions
(such as a permit system with a limited number of permits, based on the carmying
capacity of the location). Supplement a1 page $-50. The non-selected "ew ideas”
alternative calls for the restriction of visitor aceess Through some kind of permit systerm
or mandagory ranger-guided tours, though the proposal is quite vague. 5-24. Although
neither of these propossls goes far enough, since neither quantifies a science-based
Quitobaquite springs “carrying capacity’ as an upper lmit on visitor use, the “new ideas”
alternative is a step in the right direction. NEPA requires the Park Service to analyze
the {mpacts of having np visitor restrictions, given the foresecable growth in visitation, as
well as the impacts of having a given, specific, quantificd fovel (or levels) of sestsicted
visitarion to the site. Without this kind of data and analysis, peither the Park Service
nor the reviewing public can intelligently select between the proposed action ard fhe
pon-selected "new ideas" alternative, on the basis of relative jmpacts ta the wildlife at
Quitcbaquito, Without this kind of analysis, and without additional alternatives calling
for different levels of restricted agcess to Quitobaquite {witk differensial fmpact levels
discussed) there can be no well-informed decision. It is insufticient for the Park Servicy
to state that, at some point in the futuze, it may 1ake action 1o determine “appropriate
user capacities” for Quitobaquite and restrict visitation there. Prior to expandiag
visitation, as proposed in this plan, the Park Setvice must analyze all the likely impacts
of its proposals and mitigate for significant impacts. This must come before the Park
Service takes action, not affer.

We also believe that with Quitobaquito springs, a5 with many other areas of the
Manument described in the plan, the Park Service has failed to adequately describe the
current state of affairs, and to describe and quantify the cygrent level of adverse irapacts
ooourring around Quitobaquito due to the apparently vnprecendented {and increasing}
level of visitation. Without haseline data comparing particalar visitation levels to
particular levels of environmental degradation, there can be no rational basis for making
determinations of "ro adverse cifect” or "no significant adverse effect” in this plan.
Without this data, the public cannet submit intelligent corements of choose alternatives.

The comments we subsritted last year have been ignored. In those comments, we
were already warning that *[ijncreased human visitation will transiate imo increased
environmental inpact to Quitobaquite Springs. The plan docs hot quantify or analyze
the likely degree of such impacts. NEPA vequires such analysis” and suggesting that
"[ojne reasonable alternative not considered in the plan is decreasing the level of human
wisitation to Quitobsquite Springs, to deal witk the ongoing destruciion of the pupfisi’s
critical habitat." (With respect to the proposed netwatk of trails, we were stressing that
"t}he plan offers no analysis to determing whether [the expected] increase in human
visitation will be affset by e new, rearked rails at Quitobaguite. It seems likely that,
on a pet basis, jeopardy to the pupfish will increase.”) Our comuments weee nevet
addressed in the supplement. Today, we find ourselves having to raise them again,

Firally, also with respect to Quitobaquits, the supplement notes a potential new
threzt without any analysis of additional potential adverse impacts therefrom. It notes
that & pellout has been proposed on the Mexicau side of the border, along Highway 2,
with a pedestrian crossing from the Mexican highway north into the Quitabaquito springs
area. The supplement shouid provide an impact analysis for this quite foresceable future
development. We believe it would add more visitors to the location and, thus, wore
zivezse impacts to the vulnerable riparian and aquatic babitats. (And, again, the plan
should propose alternatives that testrict visitation 10 2 proven inable level,)

Sever ical fi ighway 85

Again, we find oursclves repeating the same comments we submitted a year ago.
Last year, we stated: "State Route 83 is sunibilating species along its entire route,
including the Rosy boa. Despite this, the plan defers the analysis of options for State
Twowse 85 tp some Iutare, unspecified date, saying there 'shoutd’ be 'a separate planning
effort’ at that time." We also noted.that Highway 85 seetns. 1o be preventing the
endangered Sonoran pronghorn from utilizing available habitat on the castern haif of the
Monumenz, fragrmenting the Sonotan desert ecosystem into disjunct western and easteen
hemispheres. We noted that the recovery of the Sonoran pronghorn putsuast to section
Ta){1) of the ESA requires the Park Service to ¢ngincer some kind of solution 10 the
problem of Highway 85 within the boundaries of the Monument. We stressed that the
ESA mandated such a result, for the pronghorn’s recovery, and that NEPA mandaled
serious consideration of this (the modification of Highway 85 o the traffic use thereon)
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as 4 management alternative, The supplement dismisses our comtment without any
NEPA analysis whatsoever. Tt reveals that the Park Service “is not proposing in aoy of
the alternatives 1o re-route traffic, establish a tol) road, or construet a fec-collection
station at the cntrance within the monument along State Route 85" It aisa reveals that
the Park Service has dropped its previous consideration of reducing the speed limit aleng
State Route 85 (by 10 mph), It indicates that lacal interests as well as the Arizona
Department of Transpottation vehemently apposed any speed limit reduction. In other
wotds, as a result of focal and state pressure on the Park Service, "no tolls, entrance
stations, traffic re-routes, or reduction to the existing speed limit are proposed.” §-21.
The Park Service proposes to "work with" the Atizona Department of Transportation "to
ensure contipued travel and commerce along this road corridor,” with the added note:
"while at the same time improving resource conservation measures,” whatever that
means. Sge 5-12. No altemative oven touches upon any direct, immediate renedy to
the problem of Highway 85, despite the admitted ecological devastation the road is
causing within the Monument, se¢ plan at page 72, and there is no anglysis whatsoever
of any 8 t tool for dying this problem within the boundaries of the
National Monument. NEPA demands much more than this from a federal agency
managing federal land -- no matter what the logal oz state political climate roay be.

If the Monument has a problem with this highway {(which it does) and it is writing
a programmatic general management plan (which it is), then under NEPA the impacts of
that highway must be considered and a reasonable range of alteszatives proposed, to
deal with those impacts. Moreover, where the recovery of an endangered species is
invelved (which it is), then solutions must be implemented to bring about that recovery.
For the Park Service to issue a generdl management plan that envisions increased
visitation to the Monument, new and in the fumee, causing increased teaffic along Route
85 into the Monument, along with = f ble f in ugrelated ial traffic
along Route 83, passing to and from Mexico, through the Monument, and for the agency
ta postpone all discussion of Route 85 yntit some future, undetermined date when it
might "work with* state and local ¢ntities that have other missions and agendas -- other
than the sound management of federal property and the recovery of endangered specics
-- is the ultimate cop out. 5-25, We will consider seeking judicial relicf, if need be, 10
compel the Park Service to comply with NEPA 2nd the ESA, in dealing with Route 85.

In this context, we add that it is incumbent upon the Park Service to explain 1o
the gencial public exactly how the agency intcracts with the Arizona Depariment of
Transportation and other agencics, with rcspect 10 Route 83, The supplement barely
meations this relationship -- which is important in understanding the Park Service's
decision not 1o take immediate action with respect to Route 85 -- stating without further
detait that Arizona maintains the raad "under 2 perpetua) easement.” The authority {or
lack thereof) of the Park Service to compel certain kinds of changes on or along Route
85 must be explained to the public. {In addition, we need to know what, if any, NEPA
and BSA seetion 7(a)(2) compliance has been performed by the U.S. government, with
respect to the af ioned "perpetual " to Arizona’s highway agency.)

Also with respect to Route 85, we note that under cvery single alternative except
the "n0 action” alternative, new pull outs are proposed, This is not a reasonable range
of shternatives under NEPA. There also is no impact analysis concerning these pufiouts
In the proposed action, four new pullouts are proposed, but the natural and wildiife
resources present at those four locations is nowhere described. There ave no wildlife
surveys, photographs, er maps of the sites, and no impact unalyses canceming the
pullouts and the consequent joss of habitat. NEPA requires that the public be given
site-specifie 2nalyses to comment upon,

The plan further admits that under every single alternative, "[iae impact to
wildemess values from noise and visual fnirusions resulting from the anticipated increase
in non-mpnumental traffic would continue to be adverse, long-torm ard significant.””
Howevet, the plan does not analyze, quantify, or describe exactly what these "impacts to
wildemess vakies” will be. In fact, there is no definition of *wilderness values." There is
o quantification of current traffic levels, projested future levels, average specds, or the
most important environmental element of all: the pumber of road-related deashs of
sensitive and/or locally declining species, per year, or per relcvant seasan, within the
Monument, 2¢ a result of Highway 85, There isn’t any indication tirat apy suck data
even exists, Tegarding wildiife mortality. Without such data, there ¢an e no rational
basis for the Park Service’s decision pot to act immediately 1o solve the problem of
Highway B3, given what it does already know about the highway's impacts to willife,
$ge plan at page 72 and supplement at 5-81. Thete is no basis for the Park $ervice's
decision to drop its original proposal to lower the speed limit or for & decision to drop
its proposal 16 re-route the highway andior discoutage commercial taffic, given what the
Park Service presently knows about impacts to wildiife and pronghom habitat utiization,
as a tesult of Highway 85, The decision to postpone general management-level planning
and analysis of options for this Highway, as part of the current NEPA dacument, for
reasons of political expedicncy, is arbiuraty, capriclous and nat in acverdance with Jaw.

With respect 1o Highway 85 and its specific effect upon the endangered Souncran
pronghorn, the: supplement irproves upea the original plan by at least Mentioning the
1ssue of pronghorn avoidance of the highway -- and the need 10 assure "Safe passage”
across the road. However, the suppiemcnt’s discussion is cursary, vague, smbiguous,
and highly geaeralized. No now altecpative s proposed, to specifically degl with the
problent of Highway 85, as it relates to pronghoin recovesy. Again, there is a vague
promise by the Park Seivice to “work with state and federal agencies 1o develop a
research progran examining the effectiveness of Yarious traditiona! and ignovative
measures aimed at reducing wildlife mortafity and facilitating safe passage zcross the
soadway." 5-81. The problem for the Park Scrvice, under NEPA and the ESA, is that
the ageney is bostponing its "study” of the Highway 85 problem while preseatly moving:
forward with fifans to accomodate increased visitation -- visitation that will wtilize that
highway (as Well a encroach upon habitat areas on the western side of the Monument
where pronghom oceur). It is itproper to postpone the Highway 85 problem, with
Fespeet to propghom recovery, while prescntly worsening conditions for the species.
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Even if the status quo were maintalned, and the "o action” sltemative selected,
the Park Service would still have an affirmative duty to act upon the Highway 85
problem, since it is causing ecological problems within the Monument at this time, here
and now, and prechuding the Tecovery of the endangered pronghom 1o 2 big pari of its
potential range. A more concrete discussion of potential seletions to the problem - and
a propased course of zction 10 be implemenied by the Park Service in the immediate
future, coptemporaneous with the increase in human visitation to the Monument and the
increase in traffic along the kighway - is required. $-33, §-81.. Because the damage is
being inflicled nere and now, & remedy must be proposed, here and abw,

In this context, we note that the supf f work by O ef al.,
1996, without mentioning that two of Cckenfel's recoramendations are that uad
©F Overpassés be constructed over hxghways in pronghom habitat and that such mghways
be relocated outside of the species’ range. The Fish and Wildlite Sexvice Recovery Plans
for the pronghorn also identify highways, including Highway 85, as a barrier to recovery,

In addition, neither the plan nor the supplement provide any analysis whatsoever
of potential impacts from increased human visitation to Sonoran pronghorn regovery.
Under the plan, human visitation (including hiking, camping, and driving of vehicles) wik
increase in viable pronghorn habitat on the Monument. | is known that pronghorn are
displaced by human activities and that, to secover the species, it will be necessary to
reduce the amount of djsturbance occurring in its range. Sge Fish and Wildlife Service
prongharn recovery plans {1952 and 1954). Wil increased visitation impact the species?

I 1s 0; 2

The plan still fails to provide an adequate impact analysis of potential impacts to
the rosy boa from increased visitation 10 the Monument as weil as increased use of roads
and highways, including Highway 85, ‘Are any of the proposed pullouts in boa habitat?
Are visitors frequenting or impacting other locations occupied by the boa? Where does
the boa occur on the Monument? Will those areas receive management attention?

Impa ug

The plan fails 10 provide an adequate mpact analysis of potential impacts 1o the
Acupa cactus, Is the Park Service momtormg heman visitation to cactus locations?

Impacts o i ito Spris uifer De

The plag tmally ignores the problemt of aquifer depletion below thobaquuo
springs. Again, this is critical habitat for the endangered desert pupfish and is essentiat
habitat for for ofher endangered, rare, aud impetilled species such as the Cactus
ferruginous pygmy owl, Southwestern willow fiycatcher, Quitobaguite snaif, Senoran mud
turtle, and Underwood’s mastiff bat. As noted in our previous comment Jetter, the Park

11

Service has an obligation as land manager for the Monument and as a federal agency
charged with recovery duties under section 7{2)(1) of the ESA, (o take affirmative action
ta yesolve the severe problem of aguifer depletion below Quitobaquito springs, by
comnrunicating with the government of Mexico on the issue of groundwater pumping in
the Sonoyta Valley and participating in the NAFTA or BECC envirenmental processes.

Ags noted in our previous comment letter, the plan ignares the persistesd problems
of exotic spesies introduction (for both flora and fauna), military overflights, and
pesticide-herbicide drift fnte the Moaurent from adjacent o nearby agricuitural areas.
No data and no analysis has been provided of the current condition, with respect to
these three issugs, or the future foresecabie condition, or alternatives to address them.
1f this is truly 2 genera) ent plan for the M t, it must Coves these issues,

et f Sonorag Desert Habjia

The plan is confusing and unclear with respect 0 analyzing exactly how many
acres of Sonoran Desert habitat will be lost or otherwise disturbed by the proposed
action. There will be increased visitation, thete will be new trails, there will be new
facilities, and there wili be new campsites. ladirectly and cumulatively, there will be.
development in other locations 2f the Sonoran Deserz, including the immediate vicinity -
of the Monument, i Yuma, Tucson, Ajo aad Lukeville, as well as in Sonoyta, Mexlco.
1t appears that there has been no anzlysis of this habitat loss, under the alternatives
presented in the pian and supplement. N is unclear if the plan has considered indirect
and cumvlative losses of desert habitat, See, £.0., supplement 2t S-86. Ut is also unclear
whether "revegetated” areas, 5-86, or areas “restored to natural conditions,” $-88, truly
¢an pompensate for the habitat values of the land that will be fost. Few if any details are
given regarding the species and other ccosystem components of the lands that will be
lost, to compare t¢ Jands that will be "revegetated” or "restored 1o natural conditions.”
Wil any particular species end up losing habitat, on a net basis, that they prefer?

Erogjon
The plar jnad lyzes potential i in surface erosion resulting

from the mcreased human v1snauon to the Monament, The analysis is cursory and aot
site-specific. As previously noted, new trails and catnpgrounds will increase erosion.

Water use

The proposed action states that it s expected that the construction of additional
housing and facilities ot both Lukeville and Why will result in increased water
cousumption, although not {n any statistically significant amount. We believe that this
increase may in fact be significant and urge the Park Service to provide the public with
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the data supprting its conclusion -- as well as a detailed agenda of the water
conservation measures it intends to develop aud fmplement. 1t is insufficient for the
Park Service 16 say, without basis, that “there would only be a slight to mederate
increase in water consumption over existing Jevels ... [fJollowing implementation of
coliservation measures,” when those measures bave not been specified or subinitted for
public review. $-80, Moreover, it is again unclear whether the plan considers fndirect
and cumulative water use jn the Sonoran Desert including areas in the fmmediate
vicinity of the Monument such as Ajo, Why, Lukevilie, and Sonoyta, Mexico, With
NAFTA and with the increase in fecitities at the Monwpent (pud with the Mogument
changing from 2 monument to A national park with mere prestipe), curaulative water use
in the Monument and in areas around it is sute to inctease. This must be quantified,

Vigitatio) tp and igtio ure

The plan does not adequately present and analyze curreat visitation data for the
Monument {and for particular focations therein) nor does it project future visitation dafa
and analyze the environmental impacis thereof. Moreover, where the plan does mention
such information, it is contradictory. For instance, regasding visitation at Quitobaquito,
the plan says the "new ideas” alternative with its restricted visitation (via pexmits and/or
mandatory puided tours) would cause visitation to decrease because of these testrictions
are inconvenient for many visitors, but then it stases that visiter use would be no
different at Quitabaquito uader the proposed action -- which imposes no such
vestrictions ont visitors. §-90, §-92, and §-93. This is Mogical. Moreover, the plan
provides no information showing raw data {on current and projected visitation to the
Monurtient and Quitobaguito in pacticular), methodology, 2ssumptions, and calucations.
There 8 6o way to analyze impacts and select between alternatives without such data.
Because no data is analyzed or presented, there can be 0o rationa! basis for the
statement that "{d]espite an asticipated increase in visitation, visiter use Is ot expected
to cavse adverse impacts on wildlife or its habitat” Seg supplement at 5,85,

Cumulative [mpacts Hysi

As we stated in our previous comment letter, the cumulative impagts analysis is
terribly inadequate, For cach potentially affected specics, the Park Service must analyze
not only the threats posed by visitation and other activities at the Monument, but also
the threats posed by ather factors, rapge-wide. On @ cumulative basis, & smalf impact on
the Monurect may prave to be the straw that breaks the camel’s back. The cumulative
impacts analysis js cursory, totalting litle more than two pages in length, for the
proposed action. Sce plan at pages 123126, supplement a3 596, Thore is no fiscussion
of any cumulative adverse impact to the riparian and aquatic species found at znd
aroung Quitebaguito springs (such 4s the endangered pupfish) dus ta increased lovels of
human visitation, and no such cumulative discussion with respect to other endangered
and declining specics such as the Sonoran pronghom, Cactus ferrugiaous pygmy owl,
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Lesser long-nosed bat, Rosy bog, and Sonoran desert tortoise. We believe the proposed
management plan for the Monument will kave significant impacts, on a cumulative level,
for thesa species. Fov instance, the failure to remedy the problem of Highway BS will
significantly impact protection and recovery of the pronghorn, rosy boa, and desert
tortoise. The failure ta contro? visitation jevels at Quitobaquito will significantly impact
the species that are found there, including the desert pupfish. The faflure to redu
visitation levels at and around the Alamo Canyon Campground wiil have tativel
significant impacts to the Lesser long-nosed bat and the pygray owl.

To satisfy NEPA, the plan must review and consider impacts to these specics that
are otourring rangc-wide, beyond the boundaries of the Monument, For the pronghotn,
for instance, there is data from the Arizona Game and Fish Depariment (3, Hervert)
showing that mortatity rates are incredibly high, perhaps due to the current longstanding
drougit of due 1o possibly elevated [evels of predation; showing that pronghorn numbers
mzy be 2s low as 100 in the United States; that some pronghorn may be at significant
risk of harm or harassment by the Air Force and Marine Comps on the Goldwater Range
and even on Cabeza Pricta Nationa! Wildlife Refoge; and showing that roads such as
Highways 8, 85, and 2 arc preventing prongkorn passage. There are numerous proposed
federal agency projects going on in the Sonoran desert that may affect pronghorn
recavery, such as the Marine Corps’ proposed changes in training based in Yuma, over
Goldwater and Cabeza; the FAA and Air Force's proposed construction of a radar
facility atop Childs Mountair on Cabeza; the BLM's grazing of cattle in current and
former pronghorn habital; the BLM's management plan for Lechuiguilia-Mohawk; the
Fish and Wildlife Service’s management plan for Cabeza, which will likely result in an
increase in visitation levels to the. refuge; the Air Foree’s expansion of its measurement
amd debeicfing system on Goldwater; the Marine Corps’ expansion of its TACTS
facilitics on Goldwater, the Air National Guard's proposed expansion of of jis helicopter
training based in Marans, with operations over Gokiwater and the Sonoran desert; the
Air Force's bombing of FLE. Hill on the Scuth Tactical Range of Goldwater, in known
oscupied pronghorn habitat; and the Arizona Game and Fish Departrnent’s coilaring of
prenghomn that has resubhed in numerous fnstances of capture myopethy and/or death, as
well as its development of water resources an Goldwater and Cabeza, possibly ingreasing
predatior, Cither cumulative threats to this species may be & new road project proposed
near Yuma and San Luis, increasing the fragmentation of the pronghorn’s histotic range,
and increasing development in the border region, including Ajo, Why, Lukevitie, and
Sonoyia in Mexico, Ongoing cumulative problems include the impact of roads such as
Highways 8, 83, and 2; te impact of agricultural development such as the Wellton-
Mahawk Urigation District which has displaced the pronghorn from that focation (arid
also channelized the Gila River which historically was important to the speaies); and
military overflights and other training activities on and above the Goldwater Range,

For all the other sensitive species of the Monument, such as the Lesser long-nosed bat
and Cactus fermugineus pygmy owl, similar threats exist across the Sonoran desert, an
these need 10 be disclosed to the public, fot an adeq lative impacts analyssi
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Ir: this regard, we also wish to disagree with the assertion that "ol a regiopal
level, actions contained in the propoasal wonid seswit in a negligible Joss of additional
witdlife habital since ali development is planned for locations where human intrusions
presemly exist, areas that are already of marginal alue as wildlife habitar.” Plan at 124.
This i3 incorzect for many of the areas on the Monument that are being proposed for
hyman wse. There must be # closer analysis than this. It certainly is incurrect for such
high value wildlife habitar arcas as the Alama Canyon site and Quitebaquite springs,

lmpacrs of New Trails

There is an inadequate rangs of alternavives regarding trails on the Monument,
No alternative recommends reducing the numbes of trails. Moreover, all three action
alternatives propose a significant increase in aew wajls, The proposed action seeks §
aew tralls {3.9 miles). The non-séfected new jdeas altsreative also seoks § new trajls
{t0.1 mides) with four new hiking routes (37 miles). The formet action alternative
sought § new trails (9.9 miles) and two new hiking routes (13.5 miles). Sge 534, 561,
The impact aralysis for these proposed trails is cursory and inadquaic. Sge $-87, 5-85.
Moreover, there is na impact analysis regarding the impacts of these trails on wikilife,
“The plan vaguely mentions “seasonal or skori-term <losures” of trails, to protect wildiife,
“whenever necessary,” sge 5-86, but there {5 no defail and no impact analysis, Sratements
1o the effect that most trail usc is "infrequent and low-level” are not illuminating,

Wild ignatio

The proposed zction recommends far fewer acres as wilderness than the
non-selected rew ideas ahernative (1,509 acres versus 3,650). We support the latier,

Twin Peaks

The proposed action recommends building faciiities ar Twin Peaks, whercas the
non-selected new ideas alrematives would estore Twina Poaks as an undeveloped area,
‘We sapporl the latter,

Impact to Endgneered Specics Recovery Qptions

As mensioned above, ¥ne ESA requires that federal agencies such as the Park
Service do more than just avoid ransing ‘Jeopardy” o isted species under section 7(2){2)
of the ESA. The law tequircs these agencies to take affirmative steps (o recover the
species from the brink of extinction, so they may be de-listed. See ESA section 7a)(1}.
NEPA requires an analysis of zil foreseeable impatis 1o the environment, from a given
vourse of action. Ose such impact (fequiring quantification and analysis under NEPA)
is the curtafiment of, or adverse effect to, an endangered species’ Tecovery options. Wil
the proposed action impact our nation’s ability to recover a given endangered species?
Will the action consirict owr recovery options for the species, on 4 range-wide basis?
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Nowhere in the plan o supplement are impacts to recovery options anstyzed,
This [s true for the endangered Serosan pronghom, whose recovery could benefir by
decreasing or restricting human visitation 1o parts of the Monument and by removing the
obstacle presented in the form of Highway 85. This is true for the Cactus ferruginous
pygmy owl, whose recovery could benefit fromt decreasing or testricting human visitation
10 cotain areas of the Monument, including the Alacwa Canyon campground arez/wash
and Quitobaquito springs, so the species could re-establish itsclf in such locavions. This
is tyue foy the Lesser long-nosed bat, whose recovery could benefit by ensuring that
huran distsrbance will not oceur to the roosting site by the Alamo Canyon campgreund
and within its nighttime range around that site. This is true for the Desert pupfish,
Quitobaquito snail, and Sonoran mud turile, whose recovery would benefit by proactive
restrictions on human visitation to the Quitvbagoite area. And it is true for the Rosy
boa and other declining reptiles on the Monument, whose recovery would benefit by the
proactive management of Highway 85. Sgg 5-82 to S84,

Farthermore, the supplement mischaracterizes our July 10, 1995 comment letter,
by saying: "A saggestion for the general management plan o also serve the xele of 4
Threatened and Endangered Species Recovery Flan was refected [by the Park Sexvice] a5
being beyond the scope and iufert of the General Management Plan. A Genetal
Management Plan is intendad to direct futore management, not serve as the vehicle for
detailed implementation plans such as a recovery plan. The General Management Plan
can, however, identify the need for development of such a recovery plan.” 5-13.

Ve never suggested that the gencral mapagement plan become a recovery plan in
the formal sense of the lopal term "recovery plan” under section 4 of the BSA, Indeed,
under the ESA, it is the Fisk and Wildlife Scrvice rather than the Park Service which
develops recavery plans, Such plans are range-wide, not limited o ane federal property.
What we suggested in our comment letter, and what we continue (o suggest today, is thas
the Park Service must manage the M wifh th d gnd endangered specics
recovery fssues in mind. This is required by section 7(a)(1) of the ESA. Furthermore,
we insist thar impacts to range-wide recovery options for these listed species be
considered by the Park Service, and reveated o the pablic porsuant to NEFA.

 the Park Service is managing the Monument, and will centinue to manage the
Mogument, under conditions that are relevant to endangered species vecovery {such as
conditions of incrensing kuman visitation to the Monument, ang increasing hurtan use of
Highway 85}, then these are important mavagement {ssues that the Park Service’s
general management plan mst address. Endangered species recovery issues oust be
part and parce! of the maragement plan for Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument. As
the stupph says, the £ plen "is inteaded to direct future management.
5-13. There is no way that future Tanagement can possibly comply with NEPA and
B8A section 7(2)(1} f it fails to consider (and ultimately fails ta recover) threatencd and
endangered species that occor within the Monument’s boundariss. Future management
of thess species and (hedr habitats needs to be guided by the general management plan
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for the simple reason that it is that very same plan which will facilitaze a tremendous
increase in human visitation to the very locations (such as Quitcbaquito springs) where
these endangered specics are found. Increasing the levels of visitadion to the Monument,
without planning coneugrently for endangered specics recovery efforts, will ensure that
the demage is done first, while the thinking and planning is done later. Both NEPA and
the ESA require more than that,

1t is insufficient for the Park Service to vaguely assure the public that it wiii
"implement activities outlined in the recovery plan(s] under the lead of the Fish and
Wildlife Service." 5-82. To be sure, implementation of recovery plans, when and where
they cxist, is advisable and indecd required by the ESA, But recovery efforts by the
Park Service pursuant to section 7(a)(1) cannot stop there, The Park Service must use
every opportunity it can to recover listed species within the Monument, whether it
considets itsclf to be following a Fisk and Wildlife Service recovery plan or not.

Moreover, it is apparent that the gvailable and relevant recovery plans g call for
agencies such as the Park Service to take proactive actions to help recover these species.
For instance, the pronghorn recovery plan (1994) notes: "filncreased use of highways
could be a deterrent to expanding pronghorn populations, It specifies: "Highway 83
receives heavy traffic each year .. Long-time Ajo residents reported seeing more
Soneran pronghorn near Ajo and south in the Valley of the Ajo in past years,
Observations of pronghorns were supposedly not uncommon along Highway 85." See
1994 Pronghora Recovery Plan at 12. One of the main recommendations of the plan is
the modification of highways so that pronghern may gain access across them. Id, at 29,
With respect 10 the impact of human visitation, in the form of recreational use of cettain
trails, roads, and campgrounds at QOrgan Pipe, the issue is disturbance of the pronghorn.
Ome of the main dations of the | n recovery plan s that federal
agencies "imliaimize human disturbance,” id., at 26, including disterbance from
"recreational wsage." Id, at 29, (The 1982 recovery plan said the same, at pages 9 and
14.) The 1994 plaa makes ¢lear that, in order for this species to recover, it will have to
1e-ocelpy more of its historic range and/or increase its utilization of its current range.
At 30. Thus, the pronghotn recovety plan strongly supports our position that the
Highway 85 and increased Monument visitation problems must be addressed in and
remedied through the Park Service’s general management plan, The plan cannot simply
ignore or postpone the consideration of the immediate needs of the Sonoran pronghorr.

The sarne is true of the other relovant species that have recovery plans, such as
the Desert pupfish and Lesser long-nosed bat. The recovery plans for these two species
fully support our position that the increased human visitation problem must be dealt
with in the Park. Service’s general management plan, if these species are to be protected,

The Lesser long-nosed bat recovery plan, for instance, reinforces our warning that

"[wihatever ils roosting location, [the species] appears 1o be sensitive 1o human
disturbance. {Data] indicate that a single brief visit is sufficient to cause a high
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proportion of lesser fong-nosed bats to temporarily abandon their day roost and move to
another.” Draft Fish and Wildlife Serviee recovery plan ¢1993) at 3. The {mportance of
the bar's nighttime range, in and around areas such as the Alamo Canyon Campground,
is highlighted: "An extremely important feature of the population ecology of the lesser
long-nosed bat is its mobility. Many individuals ... fly long distances from their day
toosts to forage each night ... Efficient flight profoundly influences the roosting strategy
of this bat. Because they can fly long distances at Jow energy costs, the lesser long-nosed
bat can afford 10 roost long distances from good feeding arcas.” Id., at 13-14, The plan
stresses the importance of the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument roosting site,
stating that the Monument is considered "protected” federal land that is more readily
managed than private property for eadangered species recovery. Id., at 19, The plan
seis as its "most important goal for continued survival of the lesser long-nosed bat" the
“protection of major roost sites and food plants," id,, at 21, and stresses that "[a]gencies
should develop management plans for known roosts that provide restrictions or closures
during times when the bats are normally present' and "develop long-term strategies to
maintain the health of columnar cactus and agave populations on their lands.” 1d., at 22,

Similarly, the Desert pupfish recevery plan supports our position that the
proposed geaeral management plan needs ta become the vehicle for Patk Service
recovery efforts within the Monument. One of the main objectives of the pupfish
recovery plan [s to maintain the extremely important Quitobaquito springs population in
healthy status by pr ing it from hu d impacts, particularly the introduction
of exotic fish. Plar: (1993), at 16-17 and 21, TFhe plan states: "Impacts of activities such
25 ... Teereation ... must also be determined for each pupfish habitat. Appropriate
imanagement plans must be formulated for each site ... and implemented to reduce or
eliminate impacts so populations are secure. Populations will be considered secure only
when the plan is in force and being impleracnted properly ... Unless information
becomes availabie to the contrary, desert pupfish populations cannot be considered
secure in habitats oceupied by non-native fishes ... Securing desert pupfish populations
also requires profecting the havitat against contamination/re-contamination by non-native
fishes, Such assurance must be accomplished on a case-by-case basis, depending upon
the specific charactetistics of each habitat, Provisions might include ... imposition of
regulations locally prohibiting possession of non-native fishes” Id, Recreation and
trampling (caused either by human disturbance or by cattle grazing within riparian areas)
are identified in the plan as one of the main threats to the species. Id, at 11, 14.

Given the current increase in visitation at Quitebaquito springs (and foresceable future
increases in visitation, under this general management plan, the Park Service has a duty
to address threats ta the pupfish, at this particular site, as part of the management plan.

Moreoves, many species listed under the ESA, pecurring within the boundarics of
the Monument, do not have recovery plans. These include the Cactus ferruginous
pygnty owl and Southwestern wiltow flycatcher. This does not mean the Park Service
doesn't have a legal duty to take steps to recover them, under ESA section 7(a)(1).

Tt does -- and its vehicle for satisfying that duty is its management of the Monument.

18
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We are disturbed by the data (not elaborate upon in the plan, for pudlic review)
indicating that, under curreat conditions of human visitation, numerous species are
declining rapidly within the Monument. The plan states, without detail, at pp. 112113
(and on the inside cover of the original pian) that many imperilied species at and around
Chitebaquito springs aze declining -- and that even the pupfish may be in jeopardy --
under the current conditions. If this is true (and uader NEPA we need to be provided
with the relevant data, to determine if it is true), then it only underscores the need to
address endangered specics and wildiife issues on the Monument without further delay,
and the general maragement plan is the proper vehicle.

Moreover, there is a need to assess the impaets of current and projected future
visitation levels (and traffic fevels on Highway 85) on candidate species and other species
that may be declining on the M: t as well as elscwhere in the Sonoran desert, If
the Park Service ¢hooses not to incorporate the needs of such species in its generat
management plan, then there may be an cconomnic impact, in the future, on communities
in the Southwest, particularly in Arizona, if those species require listing under the ESA.
Tf the Park Sctvice could protect these species, here and now, on federal property, so
that they need not be listed under the ESA, range-wide, and the agency is deciding not
to do that {while witnessing and even assisting an increase in buman visitation to the
Monumeat, likely impacting the habitat of those species), then those candidates may end
up having to be listed under the ESA, range-wide, and, therefore, the economic irpacts
of such a listing on o itics Jocated elsewhere in Arizora should be analyzed by the
Park Service since, at this juncture, with the species unlisted, they may be avoidable.

nt-Ending Imposition of Impa: ile Back-Endi e 3}

We must note that in several locations within the supplement, the Park Scrvice
indicates that, at some peint in the future, it will deal with some of the concerns we are
raising. See, e.g, 515, 17, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 27, 31, 33, 40, 43, 56, 57, 63,
and especially the mitigation vaguely fisted at S-112. While we are pleased that these
issucs apparently will be addressed by the Park Service, at some point in the future, we
believe they ought to be addressed here and now because the environmental impacts of
this genera) management plan [which is going to facilitate an increase in visitation to the
Monument and an increase in traffic on Route 85) are going to be felt here and now.
Before this plan can be considered adequate, it must address thesc issues, analyze the
many relevant impacts, and propose a reasonable range of alternatives for the public.

Methodology

We could find no section on méthadology. A methodology section should be
included 1o ideatify assumptions made, define terms used, identify sources of data and
models utilized, explain how analyses were conducted, and identify sipnificance criteria_
for determining when a change in baseline variables is considered “significant” so that
the analysis may be replicated by the public, in reviewing the plan pursuant to NEPA.
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_omment: EP

Through a Freedom of Information Act request to the Fish and Wildlife Service,
we have obtained 3 letrer dated July 10, 1995 from Deanna Weiman, the Director of the
Office of External Affairs of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX,
conceming the original plan (before the supplement was develaped).

Attached to that tiree page cover letter from Deaune Weiman were seven pages
of more detaifed comments (rom the EPA. We presume that you have copies of these
documents but, if you do not, we ask you to contact us, 50 we may give you our copies.

We believe the July 10, 1995 comment letter of the EPA applics not only to the
original plan but also to the supplement - because we do not belicve the supplement

dequatel d any of the problems raised in the EPA’s letter. We agree with the

comments of the EPA and thus ircorporate them by reference ittt our own comments.

We particularly wish to stress the following statements made by the EPA: "We
suggest that the [Park Service] examine an aliernative that evaluates minimizing use of
the Monument and the sensitive areas within the Monument. There are concerns
idenified in the DEIS suck as unrestricted and unguided visitation, in the Quitobaquite
area particelarly .. We recommend that [data be provided to} provide a snapshot of
current conditions of the Monument and the azeas that are experiencing overutilization
. We are concerned that [Quitobaquito with a new trail system in place] may become a
magnet for visitors that in the past normally would not have visited that area ... We
recommend that the [Park Service] conduct & separate carrying capacity analysis of the
area ... {T]here is no significant discussion of the potential impacts from implerventation
of the alternatives 10 these threatened and endangered species [citing Quitobaquito and
the Alamo Canyon Campground as specific problematic examples].”

We appreciate this second .oppo:tu'niw to comment. If you have any questions or
comments regarding the above poiats, please do not hesitate to contact vs.

Very uuiy yours,

Gregory J. Sater, Esq.

Wildlife Counsel

ee:  Dennis Hosack, Ph.D.
Tom Hale, Ph.D.
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The Economice & Envivopmiet Assecinfion
Tk Thax FL Sl e, Arfzoan 35541
2. 2570087

Jise 22, 1996

Secretary of Interior
Bruce Babbitt

.S, Department of Interior
1849 C Street, N,W.
waghington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. pabbite:

28 an Arizona vesident I'm sure you are famdliar with Organ Pipe Cactus
Naticnal Monument { a Wilderness Area }, T feel that it is a sin for cne
nan to waste the taxpayers dollars to build a Mooument for himself so he
leaves sopething behind when he retires.

This man has no feelings for his nelghbors, for the public, the swmall
business, especially the Envirooment, and the taxpayers dollars, The
oublic has spoken out mawy timey in bhe past years and still nothing
happens, Wi¥? It 1§ a shame that hard working citizens nust go to the
expense of filing a Jawsuit against the National bPark Service in order

to get the attention of the Bureawsrats who are involved and make what is
happening public informabion.

Suggest you yead the enclosure,

Sincerely,

ME. Gay ™
Economic § Environwmental hssociation

e, The President of the United States, Wiiltam (linton
¢c. .8, Senator, John MeCain

oo U.5, Senator, Jon Byl

ce,  John King, Mational Park Sexvice Director

Cc, Many others

Response from: The Tradltional O'Odham Leaders of the
Traditional Qfadhem in Mexice

Tos The New Propoged Action Alternative of the
Watlopal Park Service

We, the Traditional ¢'odham Leaders (T.0.L.} of the
Traditional O'Odhan in Mexico (0.I.M.}, wish, at thiz time, to
respond to the New Propesed Action Alternative of the National Park
Barvice. For more than five hundred years, the Indigenous Peoplen
of these continents have been forced by genccidal policies to
copply with an imposed foreigh time table, affecting everything
from daily family decisiong to the autonomy and soveralgnty of the
Nations. The 7,0.L. doas not recognize the uninvited, imaginary
line, known as thée International Boundary between MeXico and the
United States. Therefcre, a& the only tribally recognized Tohona
o'0dhan legal and political presence In Mexice, we wish to state
that the Organ Pipe Naticnal Xonument is a part of cur aboriginal
lands. Once again, a time fahle not of our own paking, has heen
set for us, and wa nhow respond to an organization which, through
the years, has orly paid lip service %o the Tohono ¢'Odham. Our
cotcarns ara herehy set forth for the people weven generations in
the future.

The bagis of thia responpe can be found in the 8aven pointy
listed under the headipg of Native American Consultations on page
§-20 of the Supplement to tbe Draft. ”

1. Establishment of fnstitutionalized wecbanlsms for regular
consultations.

An established institutionsl mechanism is not part of our
Himdak (life-way). Therefore, consultations will be avallable
baged on Yraditlonal practices and according to our tine
tabla,

2. Incorporation of Tohono O'Cdnam  individwala  into  park
Prograns.

We turn our gaze soukthward and find one D'Odnan amployee at
the El Pinacate Bio-sphere, Therefore, we depand G'Cdham
hiring preferance and §'Odham representation in all park
programs, from manmagenent to laber.

3.  Iaentification and study of sacred sites and traditipnal use
areas on Natlomel Park Service lands, for better protection
and visitor aveidance,

We do not belisve that the policy of identificatien and study
of sacred sites and traditional use areas will result in
batter protection and visitor avoidance. We reserve the right
to identlfy or not jdentify sacred sltes and traditional use
areas, and we will determine policies for protection and
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visitor avoidanca.

4. snaring of traditional, indigenous knowledge for National Park
Seyvice use in managing natural and cultural resources.

Tha National Park Service will not manage ocur cultural
resgurces and ©'cdham traditional, indigencus knowledge.
Information will be made available on the hasis of what nep-
otadham peoples are ready to understand, as dissemination of
this informaticon will be determined by the o'cdhanm.

5. Establishment of procedures for sharing National Park Service
£indings from scientific research projects.

Procadures must be established that guarantee that all at the
National Park Service Reseaxych findings kecome the property of
tha C'Odham,

6. Appropriate means of Iinterpreting Tcheno 0Q'Qdham history,
culture and language to visitors.

Interpretation of Tohono ¢'Qdhan history, culture and language
will be controllad and conducted by the O'Odham.

7. Creation of an avenue of input from the Tohono 0'Oc¢ham Wation
on trall or othar facilivy locations,

Goalified O'Odhanm interpretive persomnel will be on sight at
all puvlic facllity locations, Trail signs and other
informational documents at informatlonal areas will be written
in ¢'odham by the Q'Qdham.

To continue, for the people who walk on the prayer wade today,
yesterday and tomorrow, we wish to express the following:

1. All signs shall be writtem first in the 0'0Odham language,
followed by Spanish, English, etc.

2. The Traditional ©'Cdham will have the right of firvst refusal
and final say on all information disseminated by the Naticnal
Park service concernitg the 0O'CGdham Himdak {life-way). The
upe of western disciplines, such as ethno-archeology,
anthropology, archaeclogy, archesastronomy, astrenony,
biology, botany, scology, ethnobotany, ethnography,
ethnohistory, splgraphy, ete., to explain the o'cdhan Hirdak
will be used only when thorough consultations have been
eonqueted with the Traditional ¢Q*0dham, and their appreval
obtained.

3. Thae 0'Cdham will bhave fzee, uninhibited access to all areas of
the Mconument at all tiwes, day and night.

S.

Ta continue, we wish to ask the follewlng questions:

Will FNational Park dervice policies zffect 0'Dahan social
apd/or sacred actlvities?

Will the National Park Sexvice affect traditional activities
such as!

a. prayers,

k. gathering of wedicine,

<, hunting of animals,

q, harvesting of f£ish,

&, solitary fasting,

r, meditation, and/for

5. other tripal ceremonies,

thereby causing:

3, misdirection of prayer,

B, misdirection of power,

G, need to recreate sacred ceremonies,

4. degradatien of ¢'Odham tradition and sovereignty?

Will the prasence of the Natlonal Park Service impact ¢ultural
landscapes as defined in the feollowing four categories:

&, Historic, designed landscape,

b, Histeric, venicular landscape,

[N Historic sites, and)or

<. Bthnographic landscape?

¥ill the Natienal Park service impact upon Hely Land, defined
agt

a, Ecological landascape, and

b. Story landscape?

How wil) the National Park Service couply wWith the Rative

american Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGERR)T

We
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2032 W, Calla Placiga
Tucson, AZ 85745
May 28, 1996

Patricia Clapp

Dept. of the Interior
Denver Service Center
Box 25287

Denver, CO 80205

Dear Madam:

Wa believe the Organ Pipe Wiklemess area 10 be a beautitul place exacty as it is
today - a nature axpeciance with almost no encroachment by “citified improvements.”
Why endarger such an excellent nature experienice by creating another cangested
Grand Canyon with all of its attendant problems? Fedesignating the arda as a
National Park will forever damage its pristine desen experience. We do not want this
To happen and wish te voice our disappointment that our government employaes are
Quisitly Lndarmining the peoples' desires for the area to remain as 1t is and exactly as
was originaily intended.

We'd appreciate your suppont of said desires.
Singerety.

/Jv_ ,&e&}é’%

ﬁ“‘;/ &g/c%wu

Betty'and Jghn Ballingham

] KEGEIVED
ORGAN PIPE CACTUS N34,

Wy 319

ETRT fird

May 19, 1996

Organ Pipe Wilderness Areaf——r—]
Route 1, Box i@
Ajo, AL 85321

L've been a reaident of Arizona for over 40 years and have, since
my early years thoroughly enjoyed the are where the (Organ Pipe
Mational Momument is now located.

Wnen thie gorgeous desert was declaved a wilderness area, I fully
supported the dedication, Now the Department of Interior wants tp
whange this region into a highly funded Natiomal Park. I must say
"NO" to this. This particular piece of desext ia quite remote and
will pever draw the tourists sufficlently to justify the expense of
a National park. The momey eould very emartly be appropriated to
other Interier Department cauges,

I engourage you L0 *PLEASE" drop the effort Lo expand this
beautiful wildemmess arez into a National Park.

Sincerely,

Do A

Douglaa Cole

A AANG 2Yp Ha SuaypaT pustitino?y



r0z 28vg

COMMENTS

Gabrielie David

Tuesday, April 23, 1996

Hareld Smith, Supsrintendsnt

Organ Pipa Gagtus National Monument
Routa 1, Box 100

Ajo, A7 85321

1t ie vy balief that Organ Pipe Cactus Nationai Monument is important to Wesiern Pima County
28 @N BCONOMIC resaurce and to tha nation and the warld as a biosphers reserve.

| sls0 baiave Highway 85 must not enly be allowad 10 continug in is curren! existence but thal,
with potential traffic incruases due to the North American Fres Trade Agreemsnt and the
potantial ot the monment bacoming 4 naticaal park, improvements to tha read must ba sought
and supported.

As long as the proposed Qrgan Pipe Cagtug Mational Monument management plan doas net call
for rastrictions on Highwsay 85, it has my support.

Gabriglls David

June 25, 19%

Superintendent, Organ Pipe Cactus Natiomal Monument
Route 1, Bex 100
ajo, arismona 85321

bear superintendent:

It has come to our attention that the Dapariment of Interigr 12 planning
to close Avizona highway 6% fo through traffic betweeh Why, AZ and
Tukeville, AZ,

They are planning to charge an entry permit fee-and restrict the gpeed
through the park. The plan alsc would close the border at Lukevills.

we are extramely opposed to these new plans, 4e property ownerg in
Puerto Penaseo {(Rotky Point), and freguant travelers, this would be great
hardship on our travels to Rocky Point. Clesing the border womld require
us to travel an extra 100 niles in Mexico fa reach Rocky Polnts As this
is a popular destlnation for great number of people from the Phosnix and
Tueson areas, thie plan does not seew %0 De in the best interest of
Arizonans, It Ls alsc a weste of taxpayers' money to implement the plan,

Sincerely,
Jack D. and Betiy H, Fann

I XIANTIIY
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3 Guest House Road
Ajo, AZ 83321
Jure 27, 1996

! HELEIVED
09504 PIPE CACTUS N M,

| AT ] I .EE
iz 5 Al
o, 1 tid
)

Hareld Smith, Superintendent

Jrgan Plpe Czerus National Honument
Rt 1, Bex 100

hjo, AZ 85371

Dear Nr, Smith,

We strongly feel that a park status would greatly benefir the Organ Pipe
Cactus Natdonal Monupent. As an Internationzl Bioshpere Reserve and a
national park, this wonumens mould be vhdet more scritiny to preserve its
uniqueness while allowing and attracting more visitors because of ity park
status.

Qur guests come fron foreign countries such ss Cermany, England,
Switzerland, and Fraace to tour this monument. If they feel that this
Temote desert is worth their vacation time, then this monument should
be worthy of park status.

Sincerely,

-jrbe‘, ke T et

Horma Walker Micheline Fournier

Michasl €. Halker
Guest Nouge Inh

Jean Fournler

Hine Hanagerss House Inm

JEFF P.
W
| TECAR PIDE CACTUS M.
J25°96
June 24, 1994 PGS} &
i T
Harold Smith A
Superintendent : : !
Organ Pipe Cactus Natjora! Monument i » ot i
Rout 1, Box 100 ! 3
Ajo, AZ 85321 _H'L -
: + 1
Dear Mr, Smith: F MU OO I N R

It was with interest that I read the article in the Arizona Republic on Friday, June 21,
1996 regarding your efforts to upgrade the monument to aational park status.

When my employer transfered roc from Southern California to Phoenix three years ago, T
thought I would never find another desert spot to réplace the beauty of Death Valley. It
was 10 my very pleasant surprise, when on my first visit to Organ Pipe, 1 feel instantly in
love with the stark vatucal beguty of the place, Thave been visiting Organ Pipe on a very
regular basis, in fact aften spending two weekends 2 month (a fact that Ranger Marthew

- can attest (o} and stll find the monument provides &n “inner re-charging for me.

1 suppart your efforts to upgrade the status of the monument and would like to be
appraised of any public meetings regarding the status change.

z

Jeff Panther

Juzmlddng agy 1o siapay juatkio;)
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Sriard Kagiir Presidential Documents
Vb W, Ko 93

‘Wedaesday, My 1, 1P

Tida 3= Mamorandam of April 26, 1094

The Prosident

Governmant-d (o~Govemm¢nt Relauons With
Native A Yrital G

Memeorandom for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agenclss

The Unlted States Gaverament hes & untque logal relationshlp with Native
Azorican tribal gavermments a3 30 Jorih In the Constltution of the United
States, treatlos, statutes, sud court decisions. As exotutiva dapactments and
agsnciea mdom.kc sctivitles Jﬂacl!ng Ntive Amrsun rlbal rights or trust

etivl " ?haublilbe od J [
siﬂvomnmx mrm.!n L tri sovere] Toda, uplrto an histacic
inosting, T am ouslial hat o P 1nd agencies,

tucluding #very componeat bureat sad offics, are 1@ follow o thelr inter~
adiony with Mative Amedean iribal governments. The pupese of these
principles Iy w0 clurify our tesporsibility 10 ensue thel mu ?odenl Govest-
mant operstes within 1 g with [aderally
Nave American tribes. 1 am strongly comuniied to buudm;
N mm:& A‘Iocuvo dly-(o-cssy wazking nhli:iuhlp reflocting espect &1 the
Tights

In ardst to ensure that the rw:u of soversign triba] governments we fully
espocted, wxacutive branch activities shal) be guldad by the Ellowing:

{a} The bead of sech axecutive depastment and sgency shall be respansible
far engoring that the ot ¢ sgeacy operates withln a govemment-
rgovaromnent relationship with federaily rsosgnieed tribal governmenta.

() Bach axecutive department and shal] consult, o the groatest
wxient practicabls 11 10 the extent permitted by Liw, with wridal gov-mmu
prior to taking sctions that affect faderelly recoguized trikal povermants.
AD such consultstions are 1o be o &m u:d candid so that al} Interesied
patties may evaluate far thamssives Ty potentinl impact of relevant propos:
als,

{c) Eack executive depertment and agency shall assess the impact of
Fudesal Governmant. plans, mhm ymg:m and ctivities oz mbgl“um
Presources #d ateury that trival government rights and concerns ace constds
wied during the developmant of such plany, projects, programs, and actbvities.

Each woscative 4 nt and apency shall teke &
m"gmwﬂ any pmdu%ewlg Symtlng dimxl; ucﬂ:vgs
with tribal sovummnu op activitles that uffect the tust property
of governmental rights ¢f e ribes.

} Easch executive departmint and agency shall work cocpenativaly with
uulw Fadera) de%mmuu and ageacie 1o walist thelr interest and rxrpgt“
+

in coopenative where tpproptisly, to acoowplish 4 goals
remorasdum.

Exch wxacutive dapm.mal and agency shal? lpply the nqummauu
or(gxmun Ortdare Not. 1287! s{"hhxdn? varpmsntyl Partoer

) and 12868 t'mguhw Planni ad W 0 solutlens
o et e g o s spocific
or unique needs of  tribal mmmunfun

22032 Foderad Register J Vol 39, No. 85 / Wedanesday, May 4, 1096 / Presidential Documents

T Dis, W17
P Bt B
Belling ool 3120014

The besd of ssch macutive departoaent and uhll-mntbllun
deparment or agepcy’s Busenis sud eompon:‘ﬁ::?n awate of this

or other meats, and thal they ay Iz
mpluneuwkh:‘.mequf:monu.

Thit memotandum is intendsd oaly 10 improve the Intarnal managemet
of the wxecutive branch and 1s oot lotendad uddoumx, Credle an Hy
Ii]]l!loldmlnhu'lliﬂ nrlnd.lchl twvlew, ot uym}mﬂ;hterbm

bility, 4 puty
cgdm the United Saiot, 1 sgonsles ‘or Sorrumentlitivs, fts ofBcers o
«mployess, or any other pazsinr.

Ths Directar of the Offics of Mansgoment aad Bud,gﬂ ] -nthm-iud and
diracted ta publith thit memoradum in the Federsl

. - JA y
THE WHITE HOUSE,

Woshingten, Apil 78, 1694,

Edditorial poty: Poc' the President's eaarks ' Americas tndizn end Nathv Alaska tribal isaden,
o then By Cinezl o Proaich ol 30, Dawse 141

A XIANIddY
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Fedotal Register / Vol, 61, No. 104 / Weduesday, May 20, 1996 -/ Presidepufal Tocuwents 26771

- Presidentiaf Doguments

Executive Order 13007 of May 24, 1998

Indian Sacred Sites

By the authority vested ia me as President by the Coostitution and the
laws of tha United States, in furtheranie of Federal treaties, and {n. onder
to protest and. preserve Indian veligious practices. # Is bereby ordersd:

Section 1, Accommodation of Sacred Sites. (a] fu managirg Federal lands,
exch executive branch agaacy witk paturory or administeative zespensibility
for the management of Federal lands shail, lo the extsat pracilcable, pecitted
by law, and not clearly inconsistent with egsential age: fuactions, {1}
accommadate accsss to and ceramonial usy of Jadian sacg sites by Indian
relfgious practitionsrs and [2) avold adversely affecting the physical integrty
of sbeh sacred sites, Whers appropriate. agencies shall maintaln the coafides-
uiality of sacred sites.
(b) For purposes of this order:

i) “Federal lands” means aay land or jnlerssts in lsnd owned by
the United Stales, inchuding leaschold inmerests held by the United States,
excapt lodian trust lands;

(if) “Indian tribe” mesns an Indian ot Alaska Native tibe. band. pation,
pusble, village, or community that the Secretasy of the Interiar acknowledges
to exist as an Indlan tibe pursuanr to Public Law No. 103-454, 108 Stat.
4791, 2od “Indian” refurs 1o 2 mewaber of such an Indiai tiba; and

lizg} “Sacred site” msans any specilic, discrote, namowly delineatsd
locatlon on' Federal laod that is identified by an lpdian tribe, or Indian

Yvidual d &t bé 2z approprisiely awt i P .
of an lndian religion, ag sacced by virtus of its established religious signifi-
cance ta, of ceremontal use by, an Indian religicn; provided that the kribe
dgtaf horitat: i3 an E:dian religion has in-

or spprag '3
formed the agency of the existenca of such a site.
So¢. 2. Procadwres. (a) Eark executive branch.agency with stetutory ar admia.
Istrative tosponsibility fot the manegement of Faderal leuds shall, as appre-
priate, promptly {tmph or the purp of carrying out
the provisions of sectios 1 of this order, Including, where practicable and
ppropriate, praced o 9nsury bie notice s pravided of proposed
acticas or land mansgement golicies that may restrict future eccess w0 or
ceremonig use of, or adversely affect the physical integrity of, sacred sites.
In all actions pursuapt 10 this section, ageucles shall comply with the
Executive memorandurn of Apdf 29, 1594, "Coverrment-lo-Lovernment Rela-
tions with Metive Amarican Trbal Governments,”

fb) Within 1 ypar of the sffective data of this order, tha kead of each
exgcutiva branch sgency with statutory or administrative respensiblifty for
the management of Federsl. lands shell report to the Prosident. through
the Assistant to the President for Romestic Policy, on the implementation
of this order. Such reports skall addrass, among other things, (1) any chaigss
necessary 10 acconunodaly access (o dud coremontal use of ladlin sacred
sites; (iif aty chenges necessary 1o avoid adversely affecting the physical
imogrity of Indian sacred sites; and {ii) duzes inpl d or proposed
to facllitate congultetion with appsoriste ludiun toibes end religious isadars
and the expeditious resclutlon of disputes relsting ta agescy agtisn g
Fedoral lande thet may adversely affect access to. ceremonial wse of, or
the physical intagrity of sacred sites.

26772  Federal Register / Vol 51, No, 184 / Wodnesday, Mey 29, 1598 / Presidential Doturoeats

(FF Goc. 9822000
THAG $1740: 348 ]
BWling tode 113-0v-F

Sec. 3, Mothlng in this oeder shall be construed 1o tequire & teking of
vasted properly interests, Noc shall this order be construed to impair enforce-
ablo rights 10 wse of Pedersl Yands that have been granted 19 third pardes
tbrough final ageacy action. For purposes of this ocder. “sgency sction”
has the sawe wmeaning as (o the Admigistzative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.
913

Se. 4, This order {5 igtended only 10 improve the internal management
of the executive pranch and i not intended to. not does it, create aay
sight. bedelit, of trust tesponsibility. substantive oc proceducal. enfocceabls
ot law or wquity by any panty agelnst 1be United States. its agencies, officars,

o any Parssa,
L} - A
DMMMM

THE WHITE ROUSE.
ey 24, 1998,

SPUTHIRIO(Y PVLIAPISLT
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of
our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and
water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and
cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of iife through
outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their
development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in
their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and
for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.

Publication services were provided by Mary Ryan, visual information technician, Resource Planning Group,
Denver Service Center. NPS D-80B, July 1997



